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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

Boise  District 

3948  Development  Avenue 

Boise,  Idaho  83705 


Enclosed  for  your  review  is  the  Proposed  Jarbidge  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement.   This  plan  outlines  the  proposed 
management  of  1,690,473  acres  of  public  land  in  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area. 
The  Proposed  Plan  is  a  refinement  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  presented  in 
the  draft  Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  published  in 
August  1984.   The  Proposed  Plan  is  BLM's  proposed  action. 

With  the  exception  of  the  wilderness  recommendations,  all  parts  of  this 
Proposed  Plan  may  be  protested.   Protests  should  be  sent  to  the  Director, 
Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management ,  18th  and  C  Streets 
N.W. ,  Washington,  D.C.  20240,  prior  to  November  4,  1985  —  the  end  of  the 
30-day  protest  period  —  and  should  include  the  following  information: 

The  name,  mailing  address,  telephone  number,  and  interest  of  the  person 
filing  the  protest. 

-  A  statement  of  the  issue  or  issues  being  protested. 

-  A  statement  of  the  part  or  parts  being  protested. 

-  A  copy  of  all  documents  addressing  the  issue  or  issues  that  were  submitted 
during  the  planning  process  by  the  protesting  party  or  an  indication  of  the 
date  the  issue  or  issues  were  discussed  for  the  records. 


-  A  short  concise  statement  explaining  why  the  BLM  Idaho  State  Director's 
proposed  decision  is  wrong. 

At  the  end  of  the  30-day  protest  period,  the  Proposed  Plan,  excluding  any 
portions  under  protest,  shall  become  final.   Approval  shall  be  withheld  on  any 
portion  of  the  plan  under  protest  until  final  action  has  been  completed  on 
such  protest.   The  approval  process  and  the  final  resource  management  plan 
will  be  published  with  the  record  of  decision  in  late  1985  or  early  1986. 

Sincerely  yours, 

\t-  Ida 


Larry  L).  Woodard 
Associate  State  Director 
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READERS  GUIDE  TO  DOCUMENT  ORGANIZATION 


This  document  is  structured  into  two  basic  sections.   Part  I  is  the 
Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  for  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area  and 
was  selected  from  the  four  alternative  and  two  subalternative  plans 
identified  in  the  final  environmental  impact  statement,  or  Part  II  of  the 
document. 

This  Proposed  Plan  is  the  preferred  alternative  (C)  in  the  DEIS  as 
modified  from  public  comments. 

After  consideration  of  public  comments  on  this  proposed  plan,  the  final 
Resource  Management  Plan  will  be  prepared.   A  Record  of  Decision  will  be 
issued  on  the  resource  management  plan  in  late  1985  or  1986. 


PART  I 


The  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP),  or  Part  I,  begins  with  a 
discussion  of  the  purpose  of  the  plan,  the  planning  process,  issues  and 
management  concerns  addressed  in  the  plan,  and  the  criteria  for  plan 
development  and  selection  (pages  1  to  7).   The  Bureau's  rationale  for 
selecting  this  alternative  plan  is  given  on  pages  7  through  15.   An 
explanation  of  Multiple  Use  and  Transfer  Areas  begins  on  page  15. 

The  specific  management  objectives  and  actions  required  to  implement  the 
proposed  management  are  then  given  for  each  of  sixteen  multiple  use  areas 
(MUAs)  (pages  15-68).   The  three  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  proposed  in  the  plan  are  discussed  on  pages  68-77.   The  standard 
management  guidelines  for  each  resource  or  activity  is  discussed  on  pages  77 
through  101. 

Part  I  concludes  with  a  discussion  on  support  needs,  the  consistency  of 
the  RMP  with  other  land  use  plans,  and  finally,  a  short  summary  of 
implementation  and  monitoring  actions  (pages  101-105). 

A  summary  of  the  Proposed  RMP  (Part  I)  is  located  on  pages  iii  and  iv. 

The  General  Location  Map  for  the  plan  is  found  on  the  opposite  page. 
All  other  maps  referenced  as  part  of  the  plan  are  found  at  the  end  of  Part  I, 


PART  II 


The  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS),  or  Part  II,  describes 
and  assesses  the  environmental  impacts  of  four  alternative  plans  (plus  two 
subalternative  plans)  for  managing  the  1,690,473  acres  of  public  land 
resources  in  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area. 


Chapter  1  discusses  the  purpose  and  need  of  the  proposal.   Chapter  2 
outlines  the  management  goals,  objectives,  and  required  actions  for  each 
alternative  land  use  plan.   The  management  proposals  for  each  alternative 
are  grouped  by  resource  activity  (range,  wildlife,  etc.)  rather  than  by 
geographical  area  (or  MUA)  as  was  done  in  Part  I.   However,  references  are 
made  in  Chapter  2  to  various  tables  and  appendices  which  give  the  management 
actions  of  each  alternative  plan  by  MUA.   An  impact  summary  of  each  of  the 
alternatives  is  presented  in  Table  2-5  (page  2-27). 

Chapter  3  is  the  description  of  the  affected  environment;  Chapter  4 
documents  the  environmental  consequences  of  each  alternative  plan;  and 
Chapter  5  outlines  the  public  consultation  and  coordination  which  has 
occurred  throughout  the  planning  process  to  date,  public  comments  on  the 
draft  plan  and  EIS  and  BLM's  response,  and  the  list  of  preparers. 

The  document  concludes  with  a  list  of  references,  a  glossary,  and 
several  appendices  that  provide  support  data  for  each  of  the  alternative 
plans  and/or  resource  activities. 

The  General  Location  Map  for  the  Final  EIS  is  found  at  the  beginning  of 
Part  II.  All  other  maps  referenced  as  part  of  the  EIS  are  found  at  the  end 
of  Part  II. 


CHANGES  MADE  TO  THE  DRAFT  PLAN  AND  EIS 


Changes  made  to  the  draft  RMP  (preferred  alternative)  were  the  result  of 
input  received  from  3  public  hearings  and  136  letters  submitted  by 
governmental  agencies,  interest  groups  and  individuals.   These  comments/ 
inputs  were  analyzed  and  changes  were  incorporated  into  the  preferred 
alternative  and  became  the  Proposed  Plan  for  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area. 
The  major  changes  made  are  outlined  below  by  resource  activity. 

Lands 

The  Proposed  Plan  reduced  the  amount  of  land  available  for  agricultural 
transfer  from  74,561  to  73,481  acres.   The  plan  increased  the  acreage  of 
areas  to  be  avoided  by  utility  ROW  from  213,402  to  227,853  acres.   Although 
the  King  Hill  WSA  is  no  longer  an  avoidance  area,  the  Bruneau-Jarbidge-Sheep 
Creek  MUA  avoidance  acreage  increased  because  of  impacts  to  bighorn  sheep. 

Soil,  Water  and  Air 

The  Proposed  Plan  proposes  to  treat  up  to  two  percent  (2%)  annually 
lands  in  poor  ecological  condition.   These  lands,  approximately  304,000 
acres  will  be  treated  through  the  implementation  of  grazing  systems  or 
through  vegetative  manipulation  (burning  and  seeding).   A  breakdown  of  these 
treatments  are  shown  by  MUA  on  Appendix  Table  B-5C  and  the  location  of 
treatments  are  shown  on  Map  8.   Guidance  has  been  established  to  prioritize 
treatments  and  is  described  on  page  86  of  the  Proposed  Plan.   The  expected 
result  of  this  treatment  is  shown  on  Appendix  Table  F-2C.   The  changes  from 
the  draft  plan  to  proposed  plan  for  brush  control  is  23,936  acres  to  142,085 
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acres;  for  brush  control  and  seeding  from  3,600  acres  to  121,749  acres  and 
for  seeding  only  from  30,400  acres  to  40,156  acres.   Only  25%  of  the 
increase  in  forage  that  would  result  from  this  treatment  would  be  available 
for  allocation  to  livestock. 

Range  Resources 

Initial  (proposed)  stocking  levels  for  livestock  changed  from  172,493 
AUMs  to  178,319  AUMs  and  the  final  stocking  levels  at  the  end  of  20  years 
changed  from  271,425  AUMs  to  285,150  AUMs.   This  (final  20  year  stocking 
level)  would  be  an  increase  of  73%  above  the  current  stocking  level  (5-year 
average  use)  of  165,006  AUMs.   The  stocking  levels  are  shown  by  MUA  on 
Appendix  Table  B-4C.   Increases  result  from  allowing  livestock  to  use  25%  of 
the  available  forage  produced  on  additional  land  treatment  areas. 

The  Hagerman  Fossil  Bed  area  would  be  closed  to  livestock  grazing  to 
protect  paleontologic  resources. 

The  amount  of  fencing  proposed  changed  from  98  miles  to  195  miles,  and 
pipeline  miles  changed  from  107  to  194  miles.   As  was  previously  described, 
additional  land  treatment  is  proposed  to  improve  rangeland  that  otherwise 
would  remain  in  poor  condition. 

Terrestrial  Wildlife 

The  changes  in  proposed  treatments  of  2%  of  lands  in  poor  ecological 
condition  included  changes  to  improve  wildlife  habitat.   All  seeding 
treatment  in  areas  covered  by  the  2%  proposal  will  have  seeding  mixtures 
that  will  benefit  both  wildlife  and  livestock.   Approximately  10,000  acres 
of  sage  grouse  habitat  and  10,000  acres  of  mule  deer  crucial  winter  habitat 
would  be  treated  with  methods  and  seed  mixtures  for  the  primary  benefit  of 
these  wildlife  species.   In  addition,  the  guidelines  for  the  management  of 
sage  grouse  habitat  have  been  changed  to  apply  to  the  areas  receiving  the  2% 
treatment  that  lies  in  sage  grouse  habitat. 

Recreation 

Areas  designated  as  opened  to  ORV  use  have  increased  from  72%  to  74%  of 
the  resource  area;  areas  designated  as  limited  to  ORV  use  have  increased  from 
14%  to  18%  and  areas  closed  to  ORV  use  decreased  from  14%  to  8%  of  the 
resource  area.   King  Hill  and  Jarbidge  River  WSAs  suitability  recommendations 
were  changed  and  became  open  to  ORVs  while  the  Hagerman  Fossil  Beds  changed  to 
become  closed  to  ORVs.   Crucial  winter  habitat  and  upper  Jarbidge  River  SRMA 
changed  from  closed  to  limited  for  ORV  use.   Limitations  will  be  mainly  for 
over  the  snow  vehicles  if  wildlife  harassment  is  considered  to  be  occurring 
and  to  designated  roads  and  trails  for  other  vehicles  in  areas  identified. 

Wilderness 

The  proposed  plan  contains  a  change  in  suitability  recommendation  for 
King  Hill  WSA  (from  26,389  acres  to  0  acres  recommended  suitable)  and  for 
Jarbidge  River  WSA  (from  49,881  to  13,481  acres  suitable).   The  Bruneau 
River-Sheep  Creek  WSA  suitability  recommendation  remained  unchanged  at  17,929 
acres  suitable  (see  Rationale,  Appendix  J). 
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Fire  Management 

The  388,730  acre  limited  fire  suppression  area  has  been  deleted.   The 
entire  resource  area  would  be  managed  as  a  full  fire  suppression  area  to 
provide  maximum  protection  to  the  watershed,  wildlife,  and  vegetation 
resources. 

Cultural 

Changes  in  mileage  of  Oregon  Trail  to  be  protected  through  special 
designation  and  management  increased  from  39.4  miles  to  51.2  miles. 
Cultural  sites  designated  closed  to  ORV  use  was  changed  to  limited  for  ORV 
use  (to  designated  roads  and  trails). 

Minerals 

Areas  opened  to  mineral  exploration  and  development  for  locatables 
increased  from  84%  to  87%  and  for  leaseables  increased  from  86%  to  87%  of 
the  resource  area. 

Activities  Not  Changed 

Objectives  and  Actions  did  not  change  for  Wildlife  (Aquatic  and 
Riparian),  Paleontologic  Resources,  and  Forest  Management. 

New  Alternative  (Sub) 

The  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  includes  a  new  alternative 
(Alternative  C^) .   The  major  difference  between  the  Alternative  C 
(Proposed  Plan)  and  Alternative  C^  is  a  difference  in  acres  (88,026) 
recommended  suitable  for  wilderness  (Alternative  C  -  31,410  acres; 
Alternative  C±   -  119,436  acres). 

Alternative  C-l  includes  the  same  acreage  recommended  as  suitable  that 
was  presented  in  the  preferred  alternative  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  plus  25,237 
acres  of  plateau  land  in  the  Jarbidge  River  WSA. 
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PART  I 

SUMMARY 

PROPOSED  PLAN  (ALTERNATIVE  C) 


This  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  is  developed  to  guide  the  management 
of  public  land  resources  in  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area  and  to  ensure  that  the 
public  lands  and  resources  are  planned  and  managed  in  accordance  with  the 
principles  of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  and  other  principles  as 
outlined  in  BLM  planning  regulations.   The  plan  focuses  on  resolving  the 
following  nine  key  issues  identified  by  the  public:   land  tenure  and 
adjustment;  livestock  grazing;  management  of  wildlife  resources  (including 
riparian  and  aquatic  habitats);  wilderness  management;  recreation;  soil,  air, 
and  water;  energy  and  minerals  exploration  and  development;  fire  management; 
and  special  designations.   Special  management  concerns  also  addressed  in  the 
plan  include  cultural  resource  protection,  paleontologic  resource  protection, 
timber  management,  and  social  and  economic  changes. 

Goal 

The  goal  of  this  plan  is  to  provide  a  balance  of  commodity  resource  uses 
(renewable  and  nonrenewable)  and  resource  protection  within  the  framework  of 
maintaining  or  enhancing  the  natural  resource  base.   Livestock  grazing, 
timber  harvest,  agricultural  development,  and  mineral  uses  would  be  managed 
at  levels  that  would  support  and  strengthen  present  industries  and  at  a  level 
which  would  have  limited  adverse  impact  to  the  current  environment. 
Cultural,  paleontologic,  recreational,  unique  natural  features  and  wildlife 
resources  will  receive  protection  through  special  designation  and  management. 
Fragile  resources  would  be  protected  from  irreversible  decline.   Conflicts 
and  trade-offs  among  resource  uses  would  be  resolved  to  ensure  that  natural 
resources  are  not  adversely  impacted  or  are  enhanced. 

Plan  Summary 

For  land  tenure  adjustment,  90,406  acres  would  be  made  available  for 
transfer  from  federal  ownership.   Of  this,  73,481  acres  would  be  available 
for  potential  agricultural  development  under  the  Desert  Land  Entry  (DLE)/ 
Carey  Act  (CA)  programs;  1,240  acres  would  be  made  available  for  sale,  9,605 
acres  for  sale  or  exchange,  and  6,080  acres  for  exchange  only.   Utility 
rights-of-ways  (ROWs)  would  be  restricted  on  13%  of  the  Jarbidge  Resource 
Area.   About  96%  of  the  area  would  be  closed  to  further  DLE/CA  application 
during  the  life  of  this  plan. 

After  a  5  year  monitoring  and  adjustment  period,  livestock  use  would 
initially  be  stocked  at  178,319  Animal  Unit  Months  (AUMs),  a  6%  increase  over 
current  levels  with  the  20  year  objective  of  stocking  at  285,150  AUMs.   Range 
improvements  would  include  194  miles  of  pipeline  and  195  miles  of  fence. 
Vegetative  treatments  identified  to  date  would  include  142,085  acres  of  brush 
control,  121,749  acres  of  brush  control  and  seeding,  and  40,156  acres  of 
seeding  only  (no  brush  control  needed).   Vegetative  treatments  would  be 
conducted  with  methods  and  seed  mixtures  of  grasses,  forbs,  and  shrubs  that 
benefit  both  wildlife  and  livestock.   Full  fire  suppression  management 


would  be  applied  to  the  entire  resource  area.   The  Say lor  Creek  wild  horse 
herd  would  be  managed  to  support  50  head. 

Wildlife  populations  would  increase  for  mule  deer,  elk,  antelope,  and 
bighorns.   Approximately  81,000  acres  of  existing  and  potential  bighorn  sheep 
habitat  would  be  included  in  the  Bruneau/Jarbidge  River  ACEC.   Habitat 
improvement  projects  would  be  done  on  18,200  acres.   Sage  grouse  would  benefit 
from  improved  ecological  condition,  reduced  competition  for  forbs  needed  by 
sage  grouse  chicks  and  inclusion  of  wildlife  needs  in  range  improvement 
projects. 

Riparian  habitat  improvement  projects  would  be  initiated  along  53  miles 
and  aquatic  habitat  improvement  projects  would  be  initiated  along  51  miles  of 
streams . 

Prescribed  burning  would  be  applied  to  15,536  acres  of  rangelands. 

Approximately  87%  of  the  resource  area  would  be  open  to  leasable  (oil  and 
gas)  mineral  exploration  and  development  and  87%  open  to  locatable  mineral 
(gold,  silver,  etc.)  entry.   Withdrawals  from  mineral  entry  totaling  240,035 
acres  would  be  in  effect. 

There  are  31,410  acres  recommended  as  suitable  for  wilderness  designation 
(15%  of  the  Wilderness  Study  Area  %WSA%  acreage).   Areas  recommended  as 
suitable  include  the  rim  to  rim  portion  of  the  Bruneau  River-Sheep  Creek  and 
the  Jarbidge  River  WSAs .   These  areas  would  be  closed  to  mineral  entry  and 
avoided  by  linear  ROWs. 

The  Salmon  Falls  Creek  Canyon  (lower)  would  be  managed  as  an  Outstanding 
Natural  Area  (ONA)  and  along  with  the  Salmon  Falls  Creek  reservoir  and  the 
upper  canyon  would  be  a  special  recreation  management  area  (SRMA).   The 
Hagerman  Fossil  Beds  and  the  Hagerman  ORV  (Owsley  Bridge  Hills  area),  the 
Oregon  Trail,  the  Upper  Jarbidge  River  Canyonlands  and  Bennett  Hill,  would  be 
designated  Special  Recreation  Management  Areas  (SRMAs).   The  Bruneau/Jarbidge 
River  would  be  managed  for  white  water  recreation.   The  plan  supports  the 
Interagency  Study  Team's  recommendation  that  the  Bruneau  and  Jarbidge  Rivers 
be  designated  as  wild  and  scenic  rivers.   Motorized  vehicle  recreation  would 
be  unrestricted  on  74%  of  the  resource  area,  limited  on  18%,  and  closed  on 
8%.   The  Hagerman  Fossil  Beds  and  Salmon  Falls  Creek  ONA  would  be  closed  to 
livestock  and  ORV  use. 

Special  designation  (National  Register  of  Historic  Places)  and  management 
of  three  major  cultural  resource  complexes/areas  (Oregon  Trail,  Devil  Creek, 
Dry  Lake  Beds)  with  several  enlarged  boundaries  would  be  sought.   Area  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC)  designation  would  be  applied  to  the 
Arch  Canyon  complex  as  part  of  the  Bruneau/Jarbidge  River  ACEC.   Special 
management  would  be  applied  to  Pot  Hole  Creek,  Dove  Springs,  Clover  Creek, 
Juniper  Ranch,  and  Post  Office  to  protect  these  cultural  sites. 

ACEC  designation  and  special  management  would  be  given  to  the  Sand  Point 
and  Hagerman  Fossil  Beds  paleontological  sites. 

An  allowable  cut  level  would  be  applied  to  1,086  acres  of  forest  land  in 
the  Upper  Bennett  and  Anderson  Ranch/Boise  River  areas.   Cutting  would  permit 
a  harvest  of  1,454  MbdFt.   Recreational  firewood  cutting  would  continue. 
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PART  I 
PROPOSED  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 


Introduction 


The  Jarbidge  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  is  being  prepared  to  provide 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Boise  District  Office  with  a  comprehensive 
framework  for  managing  1,690,473  acres  of  BLM-administered  public  land  over 
the  next  15  to  20  years. 

The  Jarbidge  Resource  Area  (JRA)  encompasses  2,100,519  acres  of  land 
located  from  the  South  Fork  of  the  Boise  River  and  Anderson  Ranch  Reservoir 
to  the  Humboldt  National  Forest  boundary  and  Nevada  state  line  (Map  1).  Of 
this  area  81%  (1,690,473  acres)  is  public  lands  administered  by  the  BLM,  5% 
(102,509  acres)  is  state  lands  and  14%  (307,537  acres)  is  private  lands. 
The  public  land  holdings  are  generally  in  a  solid  block  pattern  (Map  2)  and 
are  located  in  Elmore,  Owyhee,  and  Twin  Falls  Counties  in  Idaho  and  in  Elko 
County,  Nevada. 

The  basic  purpose  of  this  plan  is  to  ensure  that  public  lands  will  be 
managed  in  accordance  with  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of 
1976  (FLPMA),  under  the  principles  of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  and 
other  principles  as  outlined  in  BLM  planning  regulations.  A  second  purpose 
is  to  ensure  that  the  plan  is  responsive  to  the  major  issues  and  achieves  an 
equitable  and  proper  balance  of  resource  use  and  protection  as  determined 
through  public  participation,  consultation,  coordination,  and  cooperation. 
Thirdly,  as  required  under  Section  603  of  FLPMA,  this  document  analyzes 
preliminary  wilderness  suitability  recommendations  for  three  wilderness 
study  areas  (WSAs)  located  within  and  adjacent  to  the  planning  unit.   For 
these  WSAs,  this  document  makes  preliminary  recommendations  as  to  their 
suitability  or  nonsuitability  for  inclusion  into  the  National  Wilderness 
Preservation  System.   These  recommendations  will  be  reported  through  the 
Director  of  the  BLM,  the  Secretary  of  Interior,  and  the  President  to 
Congress.  The  final  decision  on  suitability  or  nonsuitability  of  the  WSAs 
will  be  made  by  Congress. 


Planning  Process 

The  planning  process  described  in  BLM  Planning  Regulations  43  CFR  1600 
and  used  for  the  JRA  contains  nine  steps.   These  steps  and  the  dates  they 
were  completed  are  shown  in  Figure  1.  The  planning  process  started  in 
October  1981  and  will  be  completed  by  October  1985.   The  process  was  driven 
by  planning  issues  identified  by  the  BLM  and  the  general  public.   These 
issues  are  discussed  in  detail  in  the  following  section  and  addressed  in  all 
alternatives. 


Figure   1 

STEPS  IN  THE 
RESOURCE   MANAGEMENT  PLANNING  PROCESS 


Identification  of  Issues,  Concerns, 

and  Opportunities  AL 


4 


Completed 
Development  of  Planning  Criteria         SL 


•   1-21-81 


•    1-21-81 


Completed 
Inventory  Data  and  Information  Collection 


•  11-30-83 


Completed 
Analysis  of  the  Management  Situation 


•  12-30-83 


Completed 
Formulation  of  Alternatives 


•  2-17-84 


6 


Completed 
Estimation  of  Effects  of  Alternatives 


6-12-84 


Selection  of  Preferred  Alternative 


IE 


•* 


8 


Selection  of  Resource  Management  Plan 


* 


•  8-6-84 

•  4-19-85 
4s  We  are  here 


A  resource  management 
plan  shall  be  revised  as 
necessary,  based  on 
monitoring  and  evalua- 
tion findings,  new  data, 
new  or  revised  policy 
and  changes  in  circum- 
stances affecting  the 
entire  plan  or  major 
portions    of    the    plan. 


9 


Monitoring  and  Evaluation 


•7v    Steps  Requiring  Public  Participation 
•     Date  Completed 


Issues  and  Planning  Questions 

Livestock  Grazing 

Issue 

A  concern  of  the  livestock  industry  is  that  grazing  be  kept  available  on 
public  lands,  developed  to  the  highest  potential  and  that  current  stocking 
rates  be  increased.   The  industry  feels  this  should  be  accomplished  through 
more  range  improvements  and  management  developed  cooperatively  between  BLM 
and  permittees. 

Other  users  of  the  public  lands  are  concerned  that  "Multiple  Use" 
concepts  be  assured  and  applied  and  that  livestock  not  monopolize  available 
forage,  water  and  living  space  on  public  lands  as  well  as  funding 
allocations. 

Planning  Questions 

How  much  forage  should  be  made  available  for  livestock?  Are  there  areas 
where  livestock  grazing  should  be  reduced  or  eliminated?  Are  there  areas 
where  livestock  use  can  be  increased?   Should  seasons  of  use  be  adjusted? 

What  areas  should  be  intensively  managed  under  Allotment  Management 
Plans?  What  major  types  of  improvements  are  needed? 

What  areas  are  suitable  for  less  intensive  management  or  a  custodial 
type  management. 

What  areas  should  be  managed  as  they  currently  are? 

How  many  and  where  should  wild  horses  be  managed?  How  much  forage  is 
required  to  satisfy  their  needs? 

Wilderness  Management 

Issue 

Some  individuals  and  groups  seek  broad  and  representative  wilderness 
areas  on  the  public  lands  and  support  additional  wilderness  recommenda- 
tions. Others  are  opposed  to  further  wilderness  designation  because  they 
feel  some  multiple  use  activities  would  be  limited  or  precluded. 

Planning  Questions 

What  study  areas  should  be  recommended  to  Congress  as  suitable  for 
wilderness? 
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Wildlife  Management 

Issue 

The  resource  area  contains  important  wildlife  habitat  as  well  as 
threatened,  endangered  and  sensitive  species  that  must  be  protected.   Many 
people  are  concerned  that  not  enough  emphasis  is  being  placed  on  wildlife 
habitat  management.   Others  feel  that  too  much  emphasis  is  being  given  to 
the  protection  and  management  of  wildlife  habitat.   This  is  particularly 
true  in  cases  where  livestock  grazing  or  agricultural  use  is  limited  or 
restricted  in  order  to  improve  wildlife  habitat. 

A  proper  balance  between  resource  use  and  wildlife  habitat  management 
that  does  not  eliminate  important  economic  or  recreational  use  needs  to  be 
developed. 

Planning  Questions 

Should  BLM  support  reintroduction  of  elk  into  the  Jarbidge  Mountains? 
How  much  forage  should  be  provided  for  elk? 

Should  bighorn  sheep  be  reintroduced  into  the  Bruneau  River  Canyon.   How 
much  forage  should  be  provided  for  their  needs? 

How  should  livestock  grazing  be  managed  to  improve  riparian  areas? 

Lands 

Issue 

Realty  actions  on  lands  administered  by  BLM  are  sometimes  in  conflict 
with  some  other  use  or  demand  for  the  same  parcel  of  land.   Which  requested 
use  or  demand  should  have  preference  or  to  what  degree  should  one  use  or 
demand  be  allowed  to  affect  other  uses  or  the  environment  is  an  issue. 

Planning  Question 

What  lands  are  suitable  for  transfer  from  federal  ownership? 

Recreation 

Issue 

Some  types  of  recreational  activity  conflict  with  other  historic  uses. 
Various  recreational  enthusiasts  favor  increased  opportunity  to  pursue  their 
interests.   Other  groups  are  opposed  if  the  recreational  opportunity 
interferes  with  their  ability  to  pursue  economic  gains. 

Planning  Questions 

How  should  the  Oregon  Trail  and  the  immediate  adjacent  lands  be  managed? 

What  areas  are  available  to  meet  the  increasing  public  demand  for 
recreation  opportunities? 
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Should  management  of  ORV  use  in  the  Hagerman  Fossil  Bed  Area  be  changed? 

What  guidelines  should  control  other  activities  in  the  Hagerman  Fossil 
Area? 

What  areas  should  be  open,  limited  or  closed  for  motorized  recreation 
vehicle  use? 

Soil,  Water  and  Air  Resources 

Issue 

Loss  of  soil  and  general  degradation  of  air  and  water  quality  is  a 
concern  of  many.  Some  individuals  favor  complete  conservation  and 
protection  while  others  favor  resource  production  to  conservation  and/or 
environmental  quality. 

Planning  Questions 

What  areas  are  currently  experiencing  air,  soil  and/or  water  quality 
problems?  What  should  be  done  to  correct  identified  problems? 

What  are  the  areas  of  high  erosion  hazard  which  could  be  affected  by 
management  actions? 

Energy  and  Mineral  Exploration  and  Development 

Issue 

Keeping  as  much  land  area  as  possible  available  for  mineral  exploration, 
with  minimum  reasonable  constraints  on  economic  development,  is  a  concern  of 
some,  while  others  favor  limiting  available  areas  and  providing  rigid 
controls  to  ensure  the  protection  of  other  resources. 

Planning  Questions 

What  areas  have  potential  for  energy  development? 

In  what  areas  should  mineral  and  energy  development  be  restricted? 

Fire  Control  and  Management 

Issue 

Many  favor  a  reduction  of  expense  and  effort  in  controlling  range  fires 
while  at  the  same  time  reseeding  all  those  areas  burned.  Others  believe 
burned  acreage  should  be  kept  at  an  absolute  minimum. 

Planning  Questions 

Should  areas  currently  identified  for  limited  or  full  suppression 
activities  be  changed? 
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What  areas  should  prescribed  burning  be  used  as  a  land  treatment  method 
to  improve  ecological  condition? 

What  should  be  the  guidelines  for  rehabilitation  of  burned  areas? 

Special  Designation 

Issue 

Most  protection  oriented  comments  favor  special  designation  to  provide 
for  more  protective  leverage.   Others  favor  fewer  designations  or  smaller 
areas  that  include  only  the  most  critical  areas. 

Planning  Questions 

What  areas  should  be  identified  for  special  designation  and  management 
(Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  [ACEC] ,  National  Register,  Wilder- 
ness, Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers,  Special  Recreation  Multiple  Use  Areas,  etc.)? 

If  Congress  does  not  include  the  Bruneau  and  Jarbidge  Rivers  within  the 
National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System,  or  WSAs  into  the  National  Wilderness 
Preservation  System,  how  should  they  be  managed? 


Management  Concerns 

Cultural  Resources  -  Protection  and  management  of  historic  and  prehistoric 
resources  was  identified  as  a  concern  of  many  individuals.   The  resource 
management  plan  will  address  how  cultural  resource  values  can  be  managed  and 
protected. 

Timber  -  The  management  of  a  small  stand  of  timber  located  on  Bennett 
Mountain  will  be  considered  during  the  development  of  the  plan. 

Social  and  Economic  -  Public  lands  within  the  resource  area  have  important 
economic  and  social  impacts  to  individuals  and  local  communities.   Social 
and  economic  concerns  will  be  considered  during  all  phases  of  the  planning 
process. 

Paleontologic  Resources  -  The  protection  and  management  of  paleontologic 
resources  is  an  increasing  concern  as  the  Hagerman  locality  continues  to  be 
destroyed  and  the  public  becomes  more  aware  of  the  paleontologic  resource 
that  exists  throughout  the  area.   The  Resource  Management  Plan  will  address 
how  paleontologic  values  can  be  managed  and  protected. 


Questions  and  Concerns  Not  Addressed 

The  following  questions  and  management  concerns  which  were  originally 
developed  for  analysis  in  the  planning  process  were  dropped. 

"What  opportunities  exist  for  blocking  state  and  federal  lands?" 


Issues  and  Planning  Questions 


"Should  bighorn  sheep  be  reintroduced  in  Salmon  Falls  Creek?" 

"Access  -  There  were  numerous  individuals  who  were  concerned  with  access 
to  public  land.   Generally,  the  public  wants  "access"  to  all  public 
lands.   Conflicts  exist  where  roads  to  public  lands  cross  private  land." 

The  current  Idaho  BLM  policy  and  directives  are  to  develop  a  statewide 
program  to  coordinate  with  the  State  of  Idaho  the  identification  of  oppor- 
tunities and  the  process  for  the  blocking  of  both  State  and  BLM  lands.   An 
amendment  will  be  prepared  on  this  action  and  incorporated  into  those  plans 
in  effect  at  the  time  of  approval. 

The  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  Department  has  not  determined  if  Salmon  Falls 
Creek  Canyon  has  sufficient  habitat  to  support  a  viable  herd  of  bighorn 
sheep.   Further  analysis  of  this  area  will  occur  after  Fish  and  Game 
completes  its  studies  and  during  the  next  planning  cycle  for  the  Jarbidge 
Resource  Area. 

The  access  concern  cannot  be  addressed  in  alternative  levels  (proposed 
levels  of  management  actions).   The  resource  area  staff  will  continue  to 
work  with  those  landowners  who  own  lands  which  block  access  to  large  parcels 
of  public  land.   Negotiations  to  obtain  an  access  easement  where  needed  to 
manage  the  public  lands  will  be  sought.   In  some  cases,  the  guarantee  of 
total  public  access  onto  or  through  private  lands  may  not  be  possible. 


Planning  Criteria 

The  following  general  criteria  were  used  to  prepare  this  plan: 

1.  Social  and  economic  values; 

2.  Plans,  programs,  and  policies  of  other  Federal  agencies,  State  and 
local  government,  and  Indian  tribes; 

3.  Existing  laws,  regulations,  and  BLM  policy; 

4.  Future  needs  and  demands  for  existing  or  potential  resource 
commodities  and  values; 

5.  Public  input; 

6.  Public  welfare  and  safety; 

7.  Past  and  present  use  of  public  and  adjacent  lands; 

8.  Public  benefits  of  providing  goods  and  services  in  relation  to 
costs; 

9.  Quantity  and  quality  of  noncommodity  resource  values;  and 
10.   Environmental  impacts. 
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More  detailed  planning  criteria  developed  to  guide  each  step  of  the 
planning  process  can  be  obtained  from  the  Idaho  RMP  Guidebook  and  the 
Jarbidge  Resource  Area  Planning  Criteria.   Both  documents  are  available  for 
review  at  the  Boise  District  Office. 


Selection  of  Preferred  Alternative  -  Rationale 

Four  alternatives  and  two  subalternatives  are  analyzed  in  the  Jarbidge 
Resource  Management  Plan/EIS.  All  of  the  alternatives  are  designed  to  be 
fully  implementable  and  are  based  on  resource  management  philosophies  that 
range  from  maximum  development  of  resources  to  full  protection  of  resources. 
Impact  assessment  of  these  four  alternatives  has  identified  the  magnitude  of 
impacts  associated  with  each  proposed  land  use  plan.  A  proposed  plan  has 
been  selected  based  on  the  planning  criteria  described  on  page  7  and  the 
response  received  during  the  public  review  period. 

Alternative  C  with  changes  recommended  by  the  public  has  been  chosen  as 
the  proposed  plan.   The  rationale  for  selecting  Alternative  C  is  discussed 
as  follows: 

Livestock  Grazing  Management 

The  proposed  plan  would  make  1,594,566  acres  available  for  livestock 
grazing.   These  lands  are  proposed  for  retention  and  management  for  multiple 
use  (including  grazing).   Thirty-eight  allotment  management  plans  would  be 
initiated  and  about  ten  coordinated  resource  management  plans  would  be 
implemented  and  11  AMP's/CRMP's  would  be  reviewed  and  updated/revised  if 
necessary.  All  management  plans  would  be  multiple  use  oriented  and 
consideration  for  other  resource  needs  and  capabilities  would  be  considered. 
Livestock  stocking  rates  would  be  increased  about  5%  above  current  levels  at 
the  end  of  five  years  under  this  alternative.   These  increases  would  occur 
primarily  on  ungrazed  seeded  areas  in  the  Saylor  Creek  West  and  Saylor  Creek 
East  multiple  use  areas  (MUAs  6  and  7).   Over  a  twenty  year  period,  stocking 
levels  would  be  increased  about  73%  over  current  stocking  levels.  These 
increases  would  occur  predominantly  as  a  result  of  reseeding  areas  currently 
in  poor  ecological  condition  with  high  production  potential  and  by  providing 
livestock  water  on  existing  seedings  that  are  not  being  used  because  of  lack 
of  water.   The  current  resource  inventory  indicates  that  there  is  about 
800,000  acres  in  poor  ecological  condition.  The  proposed  plan  proposes  to 
treat  up  to  two  percent  of  this  poor  condition  range  on  an  annual  basis,  for 
both  livestock  and  wildlife,  through  range  improvements,  improved  management 
practices,  and  habitat  improvement  projects.   Twenty-five  percent  of  the 
increased  forage  production  from  these  treatments  would  be  allocated  to 
livestock.  The  remaining  75%  would  be  allocated  to  wildlife,  watershed  and 
other  non-consumptive  uses.   The  prioritization  for  these  improvements  are 
outlined  on  page  87  of  the  plan  and  shown  on  Map  8. 

Rationale 

The  proposed  plan  for  range  improvement  projects  and  livestock  grazing 
management  was  selected  primarily  because  it  provides  for  the  maintenance 
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or  Improvement  of  the  soil,  wildlife  and  vegetation  resources.   It  provides 
for  increases  in  livestock  use  only  if  monitoring  studies  indicate  that 
these  basic  resources  are  protected  or  improved. 

Livestock  grazing  constitutes  a  major  component  of  the  local  economy. 
The  Jarbidge  Resource  Area  currently  provides  about  165,000  AUMs  of  forage 
for  the  livestock  grazing  program.   In  addition,  the  area  contains  signifi- 
cant acreage  of  rangeland  with  high  potential  for  improvement  through  vege- 
tation manipulation  and  improved  livestock  management  techniques.   Additional 
land  treatment  proposals  to  Improve  range,  wildlife,  and  watershed  conditions 
were  added  to  the  proposed  plan  in  response  to  numerous  public  comments  that 
large  areas  remained  in  poor  condition  or  showed  little  improvement. 

The  proposed  plan  would  initially  stock  the  area  at  178,319  AUMs,  and 
would  gradually  increase  annual  livestock  use  to  utilize  285,150  AUMs  of  the 
391,910  total  AUMs  produced  at  the  end  of  twenty  years.  These  increases  in 
livestock  grazing  would  occur  primarily  on  existing  or  proposed  seedings. 
Proposed  long  term  increases  in  livestock  grazing  will  be  phased  in  over  a 
twenty  year  period.  Soil,  range  and  wildlife  habitat  conditions  will  be 
monitored  and  evaluated  prior  to  authorizing  higher  grazing  levels  to  insure 
that  the  basic  soil  and  vegetation  resources  are  protected  and  improved.  As 
land  treatment  projects  are  implemented  and  additional  AUMs  become 
available,  grazing  use  levels  will  be  shifted  from  adjoining  areas  of  poor 
condition  range,  within  respective  allotments,  so  as  the  net  result  will  be 
a  lower  grazing  use  in  the  areas  in  poor  condition.   Future  range 
improvement  projects  will  include  mitigating  measures  that  reflect  site 
capabilities  and  habitat  needs. 

The  proposed  plan  would  close  the  Salmon  Falls  Creek  Outstanding  Natural 
Area  and  the  Hagerman  Fossil  Bed  area  to  livestock  grazing  to  protect 
natural  values  and  paleontologic  values. 

Wild  Horse  Management 

One  wild  horse  area  would  be  managed  under  the  proposed  plan.   The 
Say lor  Creek  herd  area  would  be  about  82,000  acres  in  size  (about  24,000 
acres  less  than  current  area)  and  would  be  managed  to  support  50  wild  horses 
and  other  permitted  livestock. 

Rationale 

Wild  horses  would  be  managed  in  accordance  with  the  Wild  Horse  and  Burro 
Act.  The  Saylor  Creek  wild  horse  herd  area  would  be  reduced  in  size  to 
allow  agricultural  development  to  occur.  The  remaining  82,000  acre  wild 
horse  area  has  sufficient  size  and  available  forage  to  support  50  horses 
(the  number  that  has  been  running  in  the  area  since  the  passage  of  the  Wild 
Horse  and  Burro  Act). 

Wildlife  Management 

The  impact  assessment  of  the  proposed  plan  concludes  that  wildlife 
numbers  will  be  maintained  or  increased  over  the  long  term,  and  that  total 
acres  of  unsatisfactory  crucial  habitat  will  be  reduced  over  the  long  term. 
Localized  adverse  impacts  will  be  avoided  or  reduced  through 
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interdisciplinary  project  planning  and  wildlife  input  into  the  development 
of  allotment  management  plans  and  other  specific  resource  activity  plans. 
The  plan  addresses  wildlife  issues  by  providing  habitat  for  present  and 
future  wildlife  populations.   Existing  and  potential  bighorn  sheep  habitat 
on  the  Jarbidge  and  Bruneau  River  systems  will  be  managed  under  an  ACEC 
designation.   Specific  habitat  improvement  projects  for  wildlife  have  been 
identified  on  18,200  acres.   In  addition  to  these  acres,  10,000  acres  of 
sage  grouse  habitat  and  10,000  acres  of  mule  deer  habitat  would  be  treated 
with  the  primary  objective  of  improving  habitat  for  these  species.   This 
20,000  acres  is  a  portion  of  the  range  treatments  identified  to  improve  poor 
condition  range  (2%  of  the  poor  condition  range  annually). 

All  existing  fences  not  meeting  big  game  specifications  for  mule  deer 
and  antelope  will  be  modified  to  current  standards.   Wildlife  needs  will  be 
considered  in  all  vegetative  treatment  projects.   Other  land  treatments  (up 
to  2%  of  land  in  poor  ecological  condition)  will  include  improvements  to 
benefit  wildlife  (see  Map  8). 

Rationale 

The  quality  of  specific  wildlife  habitat  receives  adequate  consideration 
in  the  proposed  plan.  Detailed  standard  operating  procedures  are  an 
integral  part  of  the  Proposed  Action  in  the  plan.   Future  activity  planning 
will  increase  wildlife  considerations  based  on  accepted  Bureau  habitat 
management  standards  as  outlined  in  the  Proposed  Action  of  the  plan. 

Riparian  and  Fisheries  Management 

The  proposed  plan  will  manage  seventy  (70)  miles  of  stream  primarily  for 
fisheries  or  riparian  habitat  improvement.   Riparian  habitat  will  receive 
priority  consideration  in  all  project  proposals  and/or  developments. 

Rationale 

The  value  of  riparian  and  fisheries  habitat  is  recognized  in  the 
Proposed  Action  of  Alternative  C.  Standard  operating  procedures  are 
incorporated  into  all  proposals  to  insure  adequate  protection  and/or 
development  for  fisheries  and  riparian  habitat. 

Minerals  Management 

The  proposed  plan  maintains  1,477,664  acres  open  for  mineral  leasing. 
Withdrawal  from  mineral  entry  would  apply  to  239,875  acres.   Restrictions  on 
mineral  development  would  apply  predominantly  in  those  areas  proposed  for 
wilderness  or  other  special  designation  such  as  Wild  and  Scenic  River.   The 
existing  Saylor  Creek  Gunnery  Range  is  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  and 
applies  to  102,746  acres. 

Rationale 

No  significant  constraints  are  imposed  on  the  availability  of  leasable 
minerals  in  areas  where  high  values  have  been  identified.   Locatable 
minerals  such  as  Bruneau  Jasper  will  have  some  constraints  applied  in  the 
proposed  plan  because  of  conflicts  with  wilderness  proposals  and  other 
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special  designations  such  as  Wild  and  Scenic  River  proposals.  All  existing 
local  demands  for  minerals  and/or  materials  can  be  satisfied  in  the  proposed 
plan.   Surface  occupancy  restrictions  only  apply  to  about  10%  of  the  mineral 
leases  in  the  proposed  plan. 

Lands  and  Realty  Transactions 

The  proposed  plan  identifies  90,366  acres  of  public  land  for  possible 
transfer  out  of  Federal  ownership.   Detailed  analysis  will  be  conducted  on  a 
case  by  case  basis  before  decisions  are  made  to  transfer  these  lands  through 
sale,  exchange,  or  through  appropriate  agricultural  entry  laws.   The  lands 
designated  for  transfer  under  DLE/CA  would  be  designated  for  retention  if 
there  were  no  DLE/CA  applications  because  the  public  lands  applied  for  are 
well  blocked  and  suitable  for  retention.   Those  lands  classified  as 
unsuitable  for  DLE/CA  would  generally  be  retained.   However,  any  of  these 
lands  not  needed  for  a  public  purpose  may  be  disposed  of  through  sale  or 
exchange.  The  remaining  1,599,027  acres  of  public  land  in  the  Jarbidge 
Resource  Area  would  be  proposed  for  retention  in  Federal  ownership.   Under 
the  proposed  plan,  there  would  be  1,426,141  acres  of  public  land  open  to 
rights-of-way  application  for  utility  lines  or  other  projects  needed  for 
public  or  private  use.  A  total  of  264,332  acres  would  be  identified  for 
protection  against  issuance  of  rights-of-ways.   The  military  withdrawal  for 
the  Saylor  Creek  Gunnery  Range  will  be  updated  to  reflect  future  management 
for  livestock  grazing  and  wildlife  habitat  needs. 

Rationale 

The  proposed  plan  is  designed  to  be  responsive  to  public  and  private 
needs  to  acquire  Federal  lands.   Lands  identified  for  sale  only  were  so 
designated  because  they  met  the  Section  203  criteria  of  the  FLPMA  and 
because  the  parcel  size  and/or  location  in  relationship  to  other  lands  made 
this  the  most  viable  method  of  disposal. 

Lands  identified  for  sale  or  exchange  also  meet  the  disposal  criteria  in 
the  FLPMA,  but  are  suitable  for  disposal  through  either  method. 

Lands  identified  for  exchange  only  were  so  designated  because  there  are 
current  exchange  proposals  involving  them  and  they  meet  the  Section  206 
criteria  of  the  FLPMA. 

Sufficient  lands  have  been  made  available  for  agricultural  entry  to  help 
meet  goals  for  agricultural  product  needs  in  Idaho  and  Pacific  northwest 
states. 

Those  lands  identified  for  disposal  for  agricultural  development  would 
be  subjected  to  further  detailed  analysis  before  the  actual  transfer  is 
completed.  Other  resource  uses  and  needs  would  be  a  primary  consideration 
in  those  detailed  analysis.  Provisions  for  livestock  grazing,  the  manage- 
ment of  an  established  herd  of  wild  horses,  and  the  protection  of  significant 
cultural  and  paleontologic  resources  are  important  factors  included  in  the 
proposed  plan  insofar  as  agricultural  development  is  concerned. 

The  proposed  plan  makes  provisions  for  public  and  private  needs  for 
rights-of-ways.   Major  areas  are  maintained  for  linear  rights-of-ways.   Nine 
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major  areas  with  significant  public  values  are  protected  through  the  following 
special  designations  and  are  identified  as  avoidance  areas.  These  are: 

1)  Wilderness  Study  Areas, 

2)  Wild  and  Scenic  River  designation  (proposed), 

3)  Birds  of  Prey  (essential  nesting  habitat), 

4)  Oregon  Trail, 

5)  Hagerman  Fossil  Beds, 

6)  Sand  Point  Paleontologic  site, 

7)  Salmon  Falls  Creek  Canyon, 

8)  Saylor  Creek  Gunnery  Range,  and 

9)  Suitable  Bighorn  Sheep  Habitat. 

Recreation  Management 

Portions  of  the  planning  area  are  experiencing  significant  recreation 
demands  because  of  their  proximity  to  heavily  populated  areas  of  southern 
Idaho.   These  demands  are  increasing  each  year  and  the  need  for  significant 
expansion  in  planning,  development  and  user  supervision  is  inevitable. 
Several  areas  have  high  potential  to  meet  these  future  needs.   The  proposed 
plan  provides  1.2  million  acres  open  to  off  road  vehicle  (ORV)  use.  About 
248,000  acres  would  be  closed  to  ORV  use  and  260,000  acres  would  be  available 
for  limited  ORV  use.   Seven  Special  Recreation  Management  Use  Areas  would  be 
established  by  the  proposed  plan  as  follows : 

1)  Salmon  Falls  Creek  SRMA, 

2)  Hagerman  (National  Natural  Landmark  and  Owsley  Bridge  Area)  SRMA, 

3)  Bruneau/Jarbidge  Rivers  (Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers)  SRMA, 

4)  Jarbidge  Forks  SRMA, 

5)  Bennett  Hills  Winter  SRMA, 

6)  Oregon  Trail  SRMA,  and 

7)  Upper  Salmon  Falls  Creek  and  Canyon  SRMA. 

The  proposed  plan  also  identifies  considerable  recreation  demands 
associated  with  hunting,  fishing,  sightseeing,  camping,  and  river  boating. 

Rationale 

The  proposed  plan  includes  provisions  to  accommodate  increased  demands 
for  recreational  resources.   It  also  resolves  several  conflicts  where  heavy 
recreation  use  is  not  compatible  with  other  resource  uses  and/or  needs. 
Anticipated  future  needs  for  recreation  use  are  provided  for  in  the  proposed 
plan  without  incurring  unacceptable  environmental  impacts. 

Wilderness  Management 

There  are  currently  208,833  acres  of  public  land  being  considered  for 
wilderness  designation  within  the  planning  area.   The  proposed  plan  proposes 
recommending  31,410  acres  as  preliminary  suitable  for  wilderness 
designation.  Of  the  31,410  acres,  15,582  acres  lie  within  the  Jarbidge 
Resource  Area  and  15,788  acres  are  in  the  Bruneau  Resource  Area. 

The  proposed  wilderness  area  would  be  managed  in  conformance  with  the  BLM 
Wilderness  Management  Policy.   Lands  recommended  nonsuitable  for  wilderness 
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will  continue  to  be  managed  under  the  BLM  Interim  Management  Policy  until 
released  by  Congress. 

Rationale 

The  proposed  plan  proposes  to  recommend  as  preliminary  suitable  about 
15%  of  the  lands  currently  in  wilderness  study  area  status.   The 
recommendation  would  protect  the  exceptional  wilderness  characteristics  of 
the  Bruneau  River,  Jarbidge  River  and  Sheep  Creek  Canyons.   The  proposed 
plan  includes  a  wilderness  proposal  that  compliments  other  protective  land 
use  designations  including  wild  and  scenic  river  designations  and  areas  of 
critical  environmental  concern. 

A  separate  final  environmental  impact  statement  and  wilderness  study 
report  will  be  prepared  for  these  WSAs.  The  wilderness  study  report  will 
provide  detailed  WSA  specific  rationales  for  the  selection  of  the  preferred 
wilderness  alternative.  Appendix  J  in  this  proposed  RMP/EIS  provides  a 
summary  of  the  rationale. 

Preliminary  suitable  recommendations  will  be  finalized  by  the  Secretary 
of  Interior  following  the  assessment  of  mineral  and  energy  data  received 
from  the  Geological  Survey  and  Bureau  of  Mines. 

Special  Designations 

The  proposed  plan  designates  three  areas  of  critical  environmental 
concern;  1)  Hagerman  Fossil  Beds,  2)  Sand  Point  Paleontologic  site,  and  3) 
Bruneau /Jarbidge  River.   Salmon  Falls  Creek  would  not  be  designated  as  an 
ACEC  under  the  proposed  plan  but  would  receive  an  Outstanding  Natural  Area 
designation. 

The  Snake  River  Birds  of  Prey  Area  would  encompass  49,286  acres  in  the 
proposed  plan  and  there  would  be  14,111  acres  of  essential  nesting  habitat 
protected.  Wild  and  Scenic  River  designation  will  be  made  on  29  miles  of 
the  Jarbidge  River,  71  miles  of  the  Bruneau  River  and  21  miles  of  Sheep 
Creek  under  the  proposed  plan. 

Rationale 

The  proposed  plan  includes  provisions  to  protect  all  sensitive  resource 
values  identified  in  the  planning  area.   These  resources  would  be  protected 
and  managed  through  appropriate  special  designation.   The  Hagerman  Fossil 
Bed  Area  and  the  Sand  Point  Area  offer  highly  significant  paleontologic 
values.  The  Hagerman  Area  has  already  been  established  as  an  area  of 
national  significance.  The  proposed  plan  outlines  broad  land  use  objectives 
for  the  development  and  protection  of  these  two  areas. 

The  Bruneau  and  Jarbidge  River  System  offer  unique  ecological  systems 
that  have  essentially  been  protected  from  extensive  alteration  by  human 
presence  in  the  past.  The  proposed  plan  sets  out  goals  for  future 
management  of  these  areas.   Salmon  Falls  Creek  also  exhibits  unique 
ecological  characteristics  that  would  receive  special  management  attention 
in  the  proposed  plan  through  designation  as  an  Outstanding  Natural  Area. 
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The  Birds  of  Prey  Area  would  continue  to  be  managed  in  accordance  with 
Public  Law  5777.   Selected  reaches  of  the  Bruneau  and  Jarbidge  River  Systems 
would  be  designated  and  managed  as  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  under  the  proposed 
plan. 

Fire  Control  Management 

The  proposed  plan  is  designed  to  use  fire  management  as  a  tool  to 
accomplish  natural  resource  objectives  in  the  most  economical  fashion 
possible.   Full  suppression  on  wild  fires  would  be  taken  on  1,301,743  acres 
and  limited  suppression  would  be  applied  to  388,730  acres  under  the  proposed 
plan.   Wildfires  in  the  limited  suppression  areas  would  be  evaluated  on  a 
case  by  case  basis  prior  to  making  suppression  decisions.   Factors  such  as 
wildlife  habitat  values,  private  property  values,  range  improvement 
projects,  and  burning  conditions  will  be  factors  influencing  the  decision  to 
suppress  fires  within  the  limited  suppression  area.   Fire  rehabilitation  and 
fire  reduction  actions /procedures  outlined  under  the  Resource  Management 
Guidelines  -  Fire  Management  section  (p.  96)  will  be  followed. 

Rationale 

The  proposed  plan  incorporates  the  management  of  wildfires  and 
prescription  burning  into  the  overall  resource  management  scheme  and  as  a 
result  the  number  of  acres  in  the  limited  suppression  category  is  reduced 
from  current  management.   Provisions  for  all  resource  values  and  needs  will 
be  a  primary  consideration  in  planning  wildfire  rehabilitation  and 
prescription  burning. 

Cultural  Resource  Management 

The  proposed  plan  would  protect  51  miles  of  the  Oregon  Trail  through 
special  "no  surface  disturbance"  stipulations.   Sixty-five  cultural  sites 
associated  with  dry  lake  beds  and  with  the  Bruneau  River  would  receive 
protection  through  special  management  considerations.   The  Dry  Lakes /Bruneau 
River  complex  is  proposed  as  a  National  Register  Site  District  in  the 
proposed  plan.   The  Oregon  Trail  and  the  Devil  Creek  Complex  is  proposed  for 
National  Register  nomination. 

The  proposed  plan  identifies  special  management  considerations  to 
protect  nine  areas  where  cultural  values  are  found  in  concentrated  numbers. 
These  areas  and  the  known  number  of  sites  are  as  follows: 

Name  of  Area  Number  of  Sites 

1)  Dove  Springs  Complex  2 

2)  Pot  Hole  Complex  5 

3)  Juniper  Ranch  Complex  4 

4)  Clover  Creek  Complex  2 

5)  Devil  Creek  Complex  230 

6)  Cougar  Creek  Complex  11 

7)  Post  Office  Complex  2 

8)  Dry  Lakes /Bruneau  River  Complex  65 

9)  Oregon  Trail  Ruts  (miles)  51.2 
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Rationale 

The  proposed  plan  identifies  and  protects  cultural  resource  values  in 
accordance  with  existing  laws  and  regulations.   Proposals  for  protection  of 
cultural  resources  does  not  preclude  the  use  and  development  of  natural 
resources  that  share  areas  where  cultural  resources  are  found.   Standard 
operating  procedures  and  clearance  procedures  apply  in  critical  protection 
areas. 

Paleontologic  Resource  Management 

The  proposed  plan  recommends  protection  for  4,394  acres  within  the 
Hagerman  Fossil  Bed  Area  and  815  acres  in  the  Sand  Point  Paleontologic 
Site.   A  total  of  431  individual  sites  are  identified  for  special  management 
consideration  in  the  proposed  plan. 

Forest  Land  Management 

The  proposed  plan  identifies  2,371  acres  of  commercial  forest  lands. 
Because  of  timber  production  restrictions,  wildlife  set  aside  areas,  and 
deferrment  because  of  economic  conditions,  1,086  acres  are  available  for 
harvest. 

Rationale 

The  proposed  plan  identifies  all  available  forest  lands.   The  twenty 
year  production  plan  in  the  proposed  plan  is  designed  to  develop  timber 
production  to  the  extent  possible,  recognizing  other  resource  uses  and 
needs.   Past  interest  in  forest  products  has  been  relatively  low  in  the 
planning  area.   The  proposed  plan  includes  provisions  to  respond  to 
increased  interest  and/or  demands  for  forest  products  in  the  future. 


Multiple  Use  Areas 


The  Jarbidge  Resource  Area  is  divided  into  sixteen  multiple  use  areas 
(MUAs)  for  purposes  of  organizing  and  presenting  the  planning  decisions.   A 
multiple  use  area  generally  contains  lands  having  similar  resource  features 
and  characteristics  (Table  1).   It  can  effectively  be  managed  as  a  unit. 

This  section  describes  each  multiple  use  area  and  identifies  resource 
management  objectives  and  required  actions.   The  description  identifies  the 
major  natural,  physical,  and  cultural  features  of  the  multiple  use  area. 
The  resource  management  objectives  set  priorities  for  managing  the  various 
resources  in  the  area.   Required  actions  identify  the  management  actions, 
limitations,  and  other  provisions  which  are  needed  to  accomplish  the 
objectives. 

The  multiple  use  areas  are  delineated  on  Map  3  and  are  described  in 
detail  beginning  on  page  21. 
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Multiple  Use  and  Transfer  Classes 

Each  multiple  use  area  consists  of  one  or  more  multiple  use  or  transfer 
classes:  moderate  use  class,  limited  use  class,  intensive  use  class,  or 
transfer  class. 

Multiple  use  and  transfer  classes  serve  two  purposes  in  this  plan.   The 
first  is  to  describe  overall  resource  opportunities  and  constraints  by 
indicating  what  level  of  resource  production  and  use  is  appropriate,  what 
intensity  of  management  is  needed,  whether  there  are  sensitive  and 
significant  resources  which  must  be  protected,  and  whether  BLM  would 
consider  transfer  of  public  lands  from  its  jurisdiction.  The  second  is  to 
provide  a  basis  for  considering  unexpected  proposals  by  supplementing  the 
detailed  resource  management  objectives  and  required  actions  established  for 
the  multiple  use  area  with  general  purpose  and  policy  statements.   This 
feature  is  intended  to  help  keep  the  plan  responsive  to  demands  and  to 
reduce  the  number  of  future  plan  amendments  needed. 

Prior  to  undertaking  or  approving  any  proposed  resource  management 
action  on  public  lands  in  the  Resource  Area,  BLM  will  ensure  that  such 
action  is  consistent  with  the  purposes  and  policies  of  the  multiple  use  or 
transfer  class  or  classes  involved. 

The  multiple  use  or  transfer  class  assigned  to  each  multiple  use  area  is 
shown  on  Map  4  and  identified  in  the  multiple  use  area  descriptions 
beginning  on  page  20.   Public  lands  are  placed  in  the  multiple  use  or 
transfer  class  that  best  reflect  the  specific  resources  and  management 
priorities  for  the  area.  A  description  of  these  classes  and  their  purposes 
and  policies  is  as  follows: 

Moderate  Use  Class 

Purpose  -  The  purpose  of  a  moderate  use  class  is  to  delineate  public 
lands  which  are  suitable  for  a  wide  variety  of  existing  and  potential  uses. 

Policy  -  The  first  priority  for  managing  a  moderate  use  class  is  to 
provide  for  the  production  and  use  of  forage,  timber,  minerals  and  energy, 
recreation,  or  other  consumptive  resources  while  maintaining  or  enhancing 
natural  systems.   These  areas  will  be  managed  for  a  moderate  intensity  of 
use.  These  areas  will  generally  be  available  for  production  and  use  of 
consumptive  resources,  subject  to  BLM  standard  operating  procedures  and 
other  controls  as  needed.   Sensitive  and  significant  resource  values, 
however,  will  be  protected  consistent  with  federal  and  state  law.   Public 
lands  in  a  moderate  use  class  are  to  be  retained  in  federal  ownership. 

Limited  Use  Class 

Purpose  -  The  purpose  of  a  limited  use  class  is  to  delineate  public 
lands  where  strict  environmental  controls  are  required  to  protect  sensitive 
and  significant  resources. 

Policy  -  The  first  priority  for  managing  a  limited  use  class  is  to 
protect  and  enhance  key  wildlife  habitat,  wild  horse  habitat,  scenic  values, 
wilderness,  cultural  resources,  watershed,  and  other  sensitive  and 
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significant  resources,  while  providing  for  other  compatible  uses.   These 
areas  will  be  managed  for  relatively  low  intensities  of  use  and  with  strict 
environmental  controls  to  protect  sensitive  and  significant  values.  A 
limited  use  class  may  be  closed  to  or  contain  restrictions  on  ORV  use, 
mineral  and  energy  exploration  and  development,  forest  management  practices, 
location  of  utility  corridors  and  installations,  livestock  grazing,  or  any 
potentially  conflict  use.   Because  of  the  relatively  significant  environ- 
mental considerations  in  these  areas,  some  uses  may  not  be  permitted. 
Special  attention  will  be  given  to  finding  appropriate  locations  for 
compatible  uses.   Public  lands  in  a  limited  use  class  will  be  retained  in 
federal  ownership. 

Intensive  Use /Development  Class 

Purpose  -  The  purpose  of  an  intensive  use /development  class  is  to 
delineate  areas  suitable  for  large  scale  intensive  use  and  development. 

Policy  -  The  first  priority  for  managing  an  intensive  use /development 
class  is  to  provide  for  existing  and  projected  demands  for  large  scale 
intensive  use  and  development.   These  areas  will  be  managed  for  a  high 
intensity  of  use.   These  areas  will  generally  be  reserved  for  major 
recreation  sites  or  facilities,  ORV  intensive  use  areas,  large  scale  mineral 
or  energy  extraction  operations,  military  use  areas,  or  major  utility 
installations.  Because  of  the  potential  for  conflict  with  other  uses  in 
these  areas,  some  uses  may  not  be  permitted.   Protection  of  sensitive  and 
significant  resources,  however,  will  be  ensured  consistent  with  federal  and 
state  law.   Public  lands  in  an  intensive  use /development  class  will  be 
retained  in  federal  ownership. 

Transfer  Class 

Purpose  -  The  purpose  of  a  transfer  class  is  to  delineate  public  lands 
which  may  be  considered  for  transfer  out  of  federal  ownership. 

Policy  -  A  transfer  class  is  the  only  class  in  which  public  lands  may  be 
transferred  out  of  federal  ownership  under  this  plan.   Public  lands  declared 
eligible  for  transfer  by  their  inclusion  in  this  category  meet  the  criteria 
for  disposal  under  FLPMA  are  subject  to  detailed  consideration  prior  to  the 
final  decision  regarding  transfer.  Transfer  classes  are  delineated  in 
response  to  specific  demands  and  needs  identified  during  the  planning 
process,  such  as  agricultural  development,  community  expansion,  and  other 
transfers,  including  transfers  to  the  State  of  Idaho.  Transfer  classes  will 
be  managed  on  a  custodial  basis  until  transferred  from  federal  jurisdiction. 
New  public  investments  in  these  lands  will  generally  be  kept  to  a  minimum. 

There  are  four  land  disposal  designations  used  in  this  plan.   They  are 
(Tl)  for  disposal  by  sale  only;  (T2)  for  disposal  by  sale  or  exchange;  (T3) 
for  exchange  only;  and  (T4)  for  disposal  under  DLE/CA.   These  designations 
are  used  in  the  narrative  portion  of  the  plan  and  EIS.   However,  because  of 
the  scale  of  the  maps  in  the  document,  it  would  not  be  feasible  to  note  each 
parcel  with  a  "T"  designation.   These  designations  show  on  the  Analysis  of 
the  Management  Situation  (AMS)  maps  designated  Land  Transfer  and  on  the 
Proposed  Plan  overlay,  available  at  the  Boise  District  Office. 


17 


Xl 
<U 

4-1 
CO 

■H 
CD 

Pd 

Xl 

3 

CO 

to 

•H 

u 

0) 


ft 
cj> 

rH 

<D      ft 
H     cO 

co  3 

H     3 

o 


CO 


CO 
01 

ft 

< 

01 
CO 
33 


3 


-O                X)     X> 

o       o  o 

CJ 

rH             H    rH 

4-1 

O 

*\                  #\        •* 

3 

iH  id 

cO         X>  ^ 

rO 

0) 

*o 

o       o  o 

O 

3 

CO  H 

rH    <T>    rH    H 

rH 

J3   ^1 

•H 

O     ~ 

•V          A          A          •* 

#\ 

O  O 

4-» 

H     rd 

o>  00  CO  CO 

CO 

rH   H 

X) 

X) 

ft 

*o 

«-v            *\            «N            *\ 

O 

#\          «\ 

o 

o 

CU 

o 

ON    H 

r^  r>-  r^  r>- 

rH 

^3    cO    cO 

rH 

rH 

P* 

o 

#V           9\ 

•\        #\        *■..        « 

* 

O  O  O 

«\ 

«\ 

H 

oo  oo 

v0   vO    vO   <£> 

XI 

CT> 

rH    rH    rH 

cn 

a\ 

CO 

A 

#V           A 

#\            «\            «\            »N 

o 

A 

#v          •.          »\ 

n 

•I 

0) 

oo 

r^  m 

m  m  m  m 

rH 

oo 

00  00  00 

co 

co 

3 

«\ 

CO 
CO 
H 

r^ 

co  <j- 

<*  <*  •*  sf 

C^ 

oo  co 

vDiO<t 

on  <r 

<t 

-sT 

CM  CO 

co  co  co  co 

vD 

v©   CM 

CO  co  CO 

CO  co 

CO 

CO 

cial)         ll. 
or            ll, 

1 

fluenced       ll. 

u; 

CO 
CU 

pq 

lO    rH 

rH    rH    rH 

ndary)         |2. 
t  Service      ll. 

H 

* 

3  XJ 

a 

3    co 

CO 

ft   -H 

•H 

rH 

/^\ 

CO 

o   cu 

01 

CJ    ft 

•H 

0) 

3 

.£>    ft 

•H 

2 

w    ft 

ft 

co 

CO 

o 

o 

ft 

o 

0) 

CO 

3 

>>         CO 

Efe 

t>. 

CO 

M   o 

> 

o 

3          CU 

ft 

X3 

e 

rH 

•H 

Pn 

XI 

cO          ft 

cu   o 

CO 

el 

o 

0)    >i 

ft    o> 

cu 

O          co 

4->    4-) 

X) 

3 

u 

4-1 

PI 

CU 

4-1 

CO 

3 

O 

m 

cJJ  >H 

•>    O 

3 

cO 

O           XI 

CO     01 

3 

03 

rH 

0)      N 

CU 

ft 

15          3 

CU     60 

O 

CO 

ft  -H 

3            4J4-I 

o 

4-» 

4J      CO     D 

3 

^2 

ft 

4-) 

CU    4-1 

O     >,    3     3 

o 

3 

>>  O 

<d    co 
ed    ft 

O 

•H 

CU    3 

M     CU     0)     CU 

•H 

cu 

3    ft  J* 

CO 

MH 

a 

x) 

ft  s  a 

rH 

o 

<U    cO 

^-^ 

Cu 

3 

& 

.  a,  u  4-> 

Ph 

3 

0)   X)     CO 

ft 

CO 

CO 

ft   1 

60       o   o 

o 

&    G  *-i 

a  cu 

CD 

•H 

m 

o  w 

QJ     ft    rH    H 

4-1 

o 

4J      3    rH 

•H    4-1 

ft 

o 

4-1 

>    OHH 

O 

v-^ 

CU    O   -H 

ft    3 

*\ 

01 

•  #* 

<4H     CO     CO 

^P,d 

O* 

CO 

4-1 

a 

CO    CU 

1 

>, 

CO 

4-1 

3 

•H 

o 

4-1    00 

>-.    0)     CU 

ft 

cu 

CO    3    O 

4-1 

o 

ft 

•H 

•H    PI 

0)     ft     CO     CO 

CO 

ft 

cu   o   o 

Cft 

>^ 

C_> 

4-1 

B    CO 

PI    CO    3    3 

TJ 

<! 

ft    >.  <u 

a  o 

3 

cfl 

•H    ft 

C    -H   Xt 

3 

cO    3 

•H 

cO 

ft 

H 

O  H    Pi    3    Pi 

3 

> 

CO  <3 

ft  >^ 

O 

CO 

ft 

•H           3    O    O 

O 

Pd 

o   a 

ft 

a, 

01   cu 

4->  <4h  o  a   a 

X> 

O    >,  «H          3 

3    cO 

>i 

0) 

60  4-1 

co  <u  x>  a  a 

ft 

,3  XJ    O 

O  XI 

ft 

CO 

PI    Pi 

ft    3           O    O 

X) 

X)    cO 

(X  3    >. 

>>   3 

>%  cO 

CO  'H 

4-1    rH    CU     O     CJ 

CU 

0)   X) 

CO    cO    3 

3    3 

ft   XI 

rH 

ft  IS 

3  ^5  O 

4-1 

4-1     3 

ft          CO 

cO    O 

CO    3 

cO 

cu        co    c   d 
o    o         ft    ft 

cO 

cO    3 

60   >.   CJ 

o  ,o 

X)    3 

a 

ft    O 

3 

3    O 

O    co 

3    O 

•H 

01  4-1 

3     4-1    rH     CU     CU 

60 

60   r© 

•H    £    ft 

ft    ft 

3  Xi 

CO 

4-1 

O             CO    4-1    4-1 

•H 

•H 

CO    ,3     CU 

CU    CU 

O 

t^ 

St 

CJ    pd     60    CO     CO 
X    CU    0)    CO 

ed  >-H  12  w 

co 

co  <3 

>>  M  > 

>    £ 

ri=>     <l 

xi 

CU 

0)  W 

,3   -H   >H 

•H     O 

CO 

S  Pd 

rH   CT> 

Pi  M  Pd 

rH    CTi    VO 

Pd   M 
r^.  co 

13 

O 

CO 

00  H 

CO  vDC^  O 

/~\ 

00 

CN  Q\ 

vO   00   LO  CO 

CTv 

O   CO 

fx  rH  co 

<r  co 

CO 

rx 

0)     CO 

O 

cm  r^ 

o  n  co  in 

CO 

as  o 

lOffiO 

CT\  CM 

o> 

-* 

N     0) 

•H     ft 

H 

Csl  CT> 

Ci  cr>  vo  r^ 

<3" 

CM   uo 

H  m  co 

cm  m 

r^. 

o 

CO     O 

H 

vosr 

sr  r*.  sf 

CTi 

rH  m  o 

o 

CTi 

o> 

<! 

<-\  co 

CM   CM    rH 

CM 

vO 

\^/ 

CO 

0) 

ft 

CO 

<! 

W 
Pd 

• 

CJ) 

< 

ft 
CU 

CU 

6 

3 
o 

<d 

CD 

> 

ft 

>> 

g 

a 

•H 

Ph 

(X 

3 

^_x 

pd 

3   "4H 

co 

cu 

c3 

H 
O 

CO 

o> 

cO    O 

X) 

,3 

H 

o> 

CO 

•rH 

0) 

c/> 

^     CO 

ft 

•H 

U     CO    4-1    4-> 

fQ 

CU    rH 

<J 

O 

CO   Xl     W     CO 

CU 

0)    rH 

« 

CX    ft     CU     CO 

•H    >H    |S    W 

rH 

60 

ft   -H 

CU 

' — 

•H 

X) 

U  ,3 

CO 

0) 

4->  4-1 

Pd    P3 

co 

•H 

4-> 

4-1 

3> 

AS 

4-»  4J 

A!   X 

co 

>   ^3 

ft 

CO     O 

3 

0)    0) 

ft     ft     0)    0) 

O 

Pd     ft 

01 

rH      O 

01 

PI    PI 

CU    01     Ol     0) 

fe 

O     CO 

CO    rH    rH 

rH    Cu 

H 

PI    PI 

>     >     ft     ft 

•-J 

0)   -H   -H 

CO 

<U 

Pv 

pi 

cu  o> 

•H    -H    U    C_> 

3 

3    1 

Q     >    > 

tM      CU 

•H 

o 

m  m 

Pd    Pd 

cO 

cO    3 

01     0) 

60 

x) 

4-1 

CO 

ft     ft 

9 

a  co 

CU   Q   Q 

3  X3 

3 

rH 

u 

ft  ft 

CU    0)     o    o 

ft     CU 

X) 

O  «H 

o 

3 

cu 

0)    CU 

4»S   4<!   H   rH 

0) 

0)    3 

•H    4->    4-> 

r^^ 

a 

2 

Xl 

CX£ 

cO    cO    >»  >> 

60 

60   3 

cO    ft 

CO     CO     CO 

CO 

3 

ex  o 

3    3    cO    cO 

CO 

3    0)    co 

CO    CO 

•H 

Dhl 

co  w  cyi  co 

x; 

H   3  W 

CO    ""J 

Q 

_ 

#          # 

•          •          •          • 

# 

.  O 

rH   CM   CO 

•<r  lo 

• 

vjO 

rH 

CM  CO 

«*   lO    *   N 

00 

C*  H 

rH    rH    rH 

rH    ^-i 

T-\ 

ft 

0) 
4-1 

CO 
•H 

60 

CU 
Pd 

H 

a 

o 

•H 
4-) 


o 

4J 

XI 
CU 

ft 

•H 
3 
cr- 
(U 
ft 

CU 


ft 

4-1 

CU 

cO 

X) 

X 

rH 

4-1 

•H 

S 

CO 

3 

*v 

CO 
4-1 

o 

•H 
4-1 
CJ 

CO 

CO 
CU 

a 

CO 

cO 

*s 

CJ 

Cu 

4H 

4-1 

O 

ft 

S 

o 

3 

w 

3 

H 

CU 

u 

o 

4-1 

a 

< 

CU     CO 

O 

CU 

CU 

-^^ 

CJ    cu 

•H 

CO 

60 

ft  Pd 

a 

CO 

3 

3 

o 

XI 

3 

O 

o   o 

3 

cu 

CO 

•H 

CO    -H 

o 

3 

S 

4J 

CU     60 

CJ 

•H 

CO 

Pd    o 

W 

■4H 

<^f 

3 

H 

01 

60 

rH     O 

<-a 

X) 

H 

•H 

CO    4-1 

O 

co 

ft    3    ft 

H 

co 

ft 

0) 

3    o    oj 

4-1        CU     rQ 

cO 

4-> 

Q 

•H 

xi 

3 

H    rH     S 

O 

4-1 

O 

rH 

3     «   H 
O  P-t  H 

o 

•H 

c_> 

CO 

CO 

> 

•H 

CU 

CJ 

CO 

CO 

ft 

cu 

a 

/— N  ^^  ^"N 

^~\ 

CU 

•H 

3< 

CO    rQ      CJ 

X) 

> 

En 

CO 

cu 

CJ 

•H 
4-1 

• 

• 

3 

•      •      • 

• 

O 

co 

o> 

o 

o  o  o 

o 

0) 

CJ) 

rH    rH    rH 

rH 

•i-) 

^2 

o 

4-1 

3 

•^ 

o> 

• 

a 

CJ 

Oi 

+J  /^ 

60 

CU     >. 

CO 

4-1 

3 

•>  «H 

CO 

>  H 

a 

pd   co 

O    3 

<4H 

cr 

o 

3 

cO     •> 

4-1 

aB-O 

CU 

<ri   ft   ft 

CJ    0)    cO 

CO 

^    60    N 

CJ 

a^^ 

•H 

Q 

•H 

"  3 

O 

->HO 

CU 

CO   >H   -H 

ex 

CU    CO     CO 

/-> 

CO 

4-1 

60   ft    O 

Q 

3 

3  H    ft 

<-3 

cO 

cu 

4-1     cO           0) 

W 

§ 

C  ^i    3  ^ 

v_-< 

CO 

60 

CU     CJ     o 

£ 

3 

60 

a  x  60  ft 

rH 

•H 

cO 

0)     0)     OJ    tH 
60           ft   <! 

cO 

N 

3 

ft 

cO 

• 

cO 

tO 

cO      •>  O 

CU 

CU 

co 

ft 

s 

Ci     10^      " 

3 

ft 

cu 

O 

cO    0)           ft 

•H 

CO 

> 

co 

S   H    3    Oi 

s 

■H 

• 

AS 

CO 

cO    O    4-1 

CU 

4-1 

X) 

o 

cu 

CU     CO    -H     CO 

v3 

CO 

CJ 

CO 

o 

S 

m  ^^  4-i  Js 

3 

CU 

o 

4-1 

•H            CO 

>^ 

1-1 

ft 

CO 

cu 

rH     CO     0)       •> 

60 

01 

x> 

rH 

cu 

XI 

X)    XJ     ft   H 

ft 

H 

o 

•H 

> 

rH 

H     3     O    -H 

CU 

PL. 

CO 

CO 

•H 

•H 

•H     CO     CU     O 
IS    rH    pd    CO 

3 

•H 

Q) 

Pd 

cu 

)J1 

& 

W 

4-1 

CO 

3 

rH 

O 

II 

CO 
CO 

3 

a 

,3 

4-1 

■s 

H 

rH 

CM 

CO  -<f  m  v£> 

r^ 

xi 

4-1 

Pd 

CJ 

cO 

CU 
CU 

* 

w 

S 

The  Management  Prescription 


Description  of  Planning  Area 

The  Jarbidge  Resource  Area  encompasses  2,100,519  acres  of  land  located 
from  the  South  Fork  of  the  Boise  River  and  Anderson  Ranch  Reservoir  to  the 
Humboldt  National  Forest  boundary  and  Nevada  state  line  (Map  1).   Of  this 
area  81%  (1,690,473  acres)  is  public  lands  administered  by  the  BLM,  5% 
(102,509  acres)  is  state  lands  and  14%  (307,537  acres)  is  private  lands. 
The  public  land  holdings  are  generally  in  a  solid  block  pattern  (Map  2)  and 
are  located  in  Elmore,  Owyhee  and  Twin  Falls  Counties  in  Idaho  and  in  Elko 
County,  Nevada. 

Significant  natural,  scenic,  recreation,  paleontologic,  and  cultural 
resources  found  within  the  area  include  the  South  Fork  of  the  Boise  River, 
Anderson  Ranch  Reservoir,  Bennett  Hills,  Snake  River,  Salmon  Falls  Canyon 
and  Reservoir,  C.J.  Strike  Reservoir,  51.2  miles  of  the  Oregon  Trail,  the 
Snake  River  Birds  of  Prey  Area  (SRBOPA),  the  Bruneau  and  Jarbidge  Rivers, 
the  Hagerman  Fossil  Beds,  and  three  State  Parks  (Bruneau  Dunes,  Three  Island 
Crossing  and  Hagerman  Fossil  Horse  Quarry).   The  city  of  Glenns  Ferry  and 
the  town  of  Hammett  are  located  just  north  of  the  Snake  River.   The  Saylor 
Creek  Gunnery  Range,  a  military  training  area,  is  also  within  the  area. 

The  Jarbidge  Resource  Management  Plan  has  divided  the  area  into  16 
Multiple  Use  Areas  (MUAs)  as  shown  in  Map  3.   These  16  MUAs  form  the  plan. 
Each  MUA  contains  the  description  of  the  area,  the  management  objectives, 
classes  (intensity  of  management)  and  actions. 


Goal 

The  goal  of  this  plan  is  to  provide  a  balance  of  commodity  resource  uses 
(renewable  and  nonrenewable)  and  resource  protection  within  the  framework  of 
maintaining  or  enhancing  the  natural  resource  base.   Livestock  grazing, 
timber  harvest,  agricultural  development,  and  mineral  uses  would  be  managed 
at  levels  that  would  support  and  strengthen  present  industries  where  they 
would  have  limited  adverse  impact  to  the  current  environment.   Cultural, 
paleontologic,  recreational,  unique  natural  features  and  significant 
wildlife  resources  will  receive  protection  through  special  designation  and 
management.   Fragile  resources  will  be  protected  from  irreversible  decline. 
Conflicts  among  resource  uses  would  be  resolved  to  ensure  that  natural 
resources  are  enhanced  or  are  not  adversely  impacted. 


The  Management  Prescription 

The  proposed  plan  selected  to  guide  management  in  achieving  this  goal  is 
illustrated  on  Map  4.   Specific  objectives  and  actions  are  described  by  the 
16  Multiple  Use  Areas  (MUAs)  that  follow.   A  location  illustration  appears 
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at  the  beginning  of  each  MUA  section  to  show  its  location  in  the  Jarbidge 
Resource  Area.   The  identification  of  ACEC  recommendations  and  ORV 
designations  are  illustrated  for  the  resource  area  on  Maps  5  and  6 
respectively  and  appear  at  the  end  of  the  proposed  plan.  Map  2-2,  which 
appears  at  the  end  of  the  EIS  illustrates  utility  avoidance  areas.   The 
implementation  actions  taken  to  achieve  plan  objectives  would  be  monitored 
as  outlined  in  Appendix  D. 
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MUA-1  ANDERSON  RANCH/BOISE  RIVER 

Description 

The  Anderson  Ranch  MUA  is  located  25  miles  NE  of  the  city  of  Mountain 
Home.   The  area  contains  11,086  acres  of  public  lands.   It  is  mostly 
surrounded  by  land  administered  by  the  USFS  (Boise  National  Forest).   The 
dominant  land  form  is  steep  south  and  west  facing  ridges  between  the 
Anderson  Ranch  Reservoir  at  the  lower  elevations  (4200')  and  the  National 
Forest  boundary  at  the  higher  elevations  (7000').   Vegetation  is  mountain 
big  sagebrush  with  perennial  bunchgrasses  with  areas  of  mixed  mountain 
shrubs  and  Douglas  fir.   There  are  three  grazing  allotments  in  the  MUA  used 
mainly  for  trailing  sheep  owned  by  three  permittees.  No  determination  of 
ecological  condition  has  been  made. 

The  seven  scattered  parcels  of  public  lands  (720  acres),  found  along  the 
South  Fork  of  the  Boise  River,  are  bordered  by  USFS/Powersite  Withdrawals 
and  are  important  winter  habitat  for  mule  deer.   The  Boise  River  (S.F.)  from 
Anderson  Ranch  Dam  to  Arrowrock  Reservoir  has  scenic  and  recreational 
qualities  which  are  recognized  in  existing  State/Federal  plans  and  studies 
for  possible  wild  and  scenic  river  designation. 

The  10,366  acres  of  public  lands  around  Anderson  Ranch  Reservoir  are 
popular  for  scenic  and  outdoor  recreation  opportunities.   The  USFS  manages 
camping  and  fishing  access  sites.  BLM  lands  are  important  winter  habitat  for 
deer  and  elk,  and  support  a  high  density  of  nesting  and  breeding  habitat  for 
bluegrouse,  and  contain  850  acres  of  commercial  timber. 

Objectives 

Issue  545  AUMs  of  forage  for  livestock  through  the  year  2005. 

Maintain  existing  wintering  habitat  to  support  current  levels  of  250 
mule  deer  and  100  elk.   The  current  populations  are  200  mule  deer  and  70  elk. 

Protect  the  scenic  and  recreation  values  of  the  parcels  along  the  Boise 
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River  (S.F.)  and  public  lands  around  the  reservoir  but  under  custodial  type 
management . 

Maintain  the  current  condition  of  riparian  habitat. 

Make  available  9,128  acres  (83%)  of  the  area  for  energy  minerals 
exploration  and  development  and  9,522  acres  (86%)  for  nonenergy  minerals. 

Manage  142  acres  of  suitable  commercial  forest  lands  to  maximize  timber 
productivity;  manage  465  acres  of  noncommercial  forest  land  and  350  acres  of 
unsuitable  commercial  forest  land  to  maintain  productivity  through  salvage 
and  incidental  harvest. 

Multiple  Use  and  Transfer  Area  Classes 

Acreage  classified  —  11,086  Moderate,    0    Intensive, 

0    Limited,    0    Transfer 

Actions 

A)  Forage  Use  Levels  (AUMs) 

545  Livestock  initial  113  Elk 

545  Livestock  20  year  54  Mule  Deer 

0  Wild  horses  0  Pronghorn 

0  Bighorn  Sheep 

B)  Preliminary  Wilderness  Recommendation:   Not  Applicable  (N/A)  to  this  MUA. 

C)  Lands 

1.  Utility  (overhead,  surface,  underground)  avoidance/restricted  area  - 
none. 

2.  Closed  to  agricultural  entry  -  11,086  acres. 

D)  Motorized  Vehicle  Management  (Acres) 

6,586   open;   4,500   limited;     0     closed. 

Type  of  limitation  -  Seasonal,  may  be  placed  on  over  the  snow  vehicles  on 

big  game  crucial  winter  range  if  Fish  and  Game 
determines  harassment  is  occurring. 

Areas  closed  -  None 

E)  Minerals  Management 

9,128   acres  open  to  entry  for  leaseables 

+     acres  limited  on  leaseables  (Area  &  Type)  -  No  occupancy 

within  500  feet  of  perennial  or  intermittent  streams  or  edges 

of  reservoirs. 
1,564   acres  withdrawn  from  locatable  entry 
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F)   Fire  Management 


Suppression  -    11,086    acres  full;    0    acres  limited 
Special  actions  -  See  Appendix  I 

G)  Activity  Plans  -  Timber  Management  Plan  (TMP) 

H)   Proposed  projects/actions  for  range,  wildlife,  cultural,  fisheries, 
riparian:   None  proposed.   There  are  no  existing  seedings  to  be 
maintained. 

I)  Special  Designations:  N/A 

J)  Other  Special  Actions  (watershed,  timber,  etc.) 

1.  Recommend  South  Fork  of  the  of  Boise  River  for  study  under  the 
National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System. 

2.  Develop  timber  sale  plans. 

3.  Continue  to  work  with  USFS  on  boundary  adjustment  proposals  to 
improve  management  of  public  lands. 


MUA-2  UPPER  BENNETT  HILLS 

Description 

The  Upper  Bennett  Hills  area  is  bordered  by  the  Bruneau  R.A.  (BLM)  on 
the  west,  Boise  NF  (USFS)  on  the  north  and  Shoshone  District  BLM  on  the 
east.   The  southern  boundary  is  formed  by  the  northernmost  east  west  utility 
ROW  (overhead),  the  southern  boundary  of  the  Hammett  #1  and  King  Hill  Canyon 
Allotment.   This  is  generally  the  lower  range  of  wintering  mule  deer. 
Elevation  ranges  from  3000-7000' .   Dominant  vegetation  is  mountain  big 
sagebrush-brush  and  bluebunch  wheatgrass  changing  into  big  sagebrush  and 
cheatgrass  with  Sandberg  bluegrass  on  the  southern  end.   Also  found  are 
extensive  pockets  of  low  sagebrush-Sandberg  bluegrass  throughout  MUA.   The 
area  is  important  elk  and  mule  deer  winter  range,  and  all  or  portions  of 
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nine  grazing  allotments  are  used  primarily  by  cattle  owned  by  12  permittees. 
The  area  contains  about  1,415  acres  of  commercial  timber  with  a  potential 
harvest  of  1,000  MBF.  Land  ownership  is  62,228  acres  BLM,  11,663  acres 
state,  and  37,383  acres  private. 

The  MUA  contains  the  King  Hill  WSA  (28,987  acres).   King  Hill,  Little 
Canyon,  Cold  Springs,  Camas,  Ryegrass  and  Thorn  Creek  are  important  streams 
in  the  area.   The  current  ecological  condition,  in  acres,  is  as  follows: 

1  Excel!.  I  Good  1  Fair  ~~Poor   Burn~  Seed~~  Spray  I  Water  I 
1   0   I  2,4961  6,433150,0471  3,252|   0   I   0   I   0   I 

Objectives 

Consider  for  transfer  40  acres  of  public  lands  via  sale  (Tl)  and  retain 
62,188  acres  of  public  lands  in  federal  ownership. 

Improve  lands  in  poor  ecological  condition. 

Issue  6,978  AUMs  of  forage  for  livestock  by  the  year  2005. 

Manage  big  game  habitat  to  support  3,350  winter  mule  deer  and  350  the 
rest  of  the  year  and  200  elk  (existing  populations  are  3,350  mule  deer  and 
125  elk). 

Improve  10.6  miles  of  fisheries  habitat  and  6.7  miles  of  riparian  habitat 
by  the  year  2005. 

Designate  56,680  acres  as  the  Bennett  Hills  Winter  Recreation  Area  (SRMA), 

Make  available  62,228  acres  (100%)  for  energy  and  62,133  acres  (99%)  for 
nonenergy  mineral  exploration  and  development. 

Manage  944  acres  of  suitable  commercial  forest  lands  to  maximize  timber 
productivity;  manage  880  acres  of  noncommercial  forest  lands  and  415  acres  of 
unsuitable  commercial  forest  land  to  maintain  productivity  through  salvage 
and  incidental  harvest. 

Multiple  Use  and  Transfer  Area  Classes 

Acreage  classified  —  62,188  Moderate,    0    Intensive, 

0    Limited,   40    Transfer 

Actions 

A)  Forage  Use  Levels  (AUMs) 

4,928   Livestock  initial  473   Elk 

6,978   Livestock  20  year  670   Mule  Deer 

0     Wild  horses  0    Pronghorn 


0 Bighorn  Sheep 
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B)   Preliminary  Wilderness  Recommendation 
0     acres  recommended  suitable  - 


23,815  acres  recommended  nonsuitable  - 

C)  Lands 

1.  Utility  avoidance /restricted  area  -  none 

2.  Closed  to  agricultural  entry  -  62,188  acres 

D)  Motorized  Vehicle  Management  (Acres) 

0    open;   62,228  limited;     0     closed. 

Type  of  limitation  -  Seasonal,  may  be  placed  on  over  the  snow  vehicles 

on  big  game  crucial  winter  range  if  F&G  determines 
harassment  is  occurring. 

Areas  closed  -  None 

E)  Minerals  Management 

62,188   acres  open  to  entry  for  leaseables 

+     acres  limited  on  leaseables  (Area  &  Type)-No  surface  occupancy 
(seasonal)  on  deer  winter  range  (12-1  through  4-30);  &  within 
500  ft  of  perennial  and  intermittent  streams  or  edges  of 
reservoirs  and  King  Hill  WSA. 
95     acres  withdrawn  from  locatable  entry  -  one  site 

F)  Fire  Management 

Suppression  -    62,228    acres  full;    0    acres  limited 

Special  actions  -  Special  fire  suppression  techniques  required  in  WSA 
(no  mechanical  equipment)  &  consider  role  of  fire  as 
natural  process  in  Fire  Plan.   See  Appendix  I. 

G)  Activity  Plans  - 

RAMP  for  Bennett  Hills  Winter  Recreation  Area  SRMA;  TMP;  Fire  Plan;  AMPs 
for  Allotments  1033,  1037,  1038,  1039,  1101,  1130. 
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H)   Proposed  projects/actions  for  range,  wildlife,  cultural,  fisheries, 
riparian 


Vegetative  Manipulation  (acres) 

Development 

Re seeding 

(#  or  miles) 

1 Replace  I Rehabi- 
Seed-I         Inter- I   to    llitate 
ings          seed   | Native   Exis- 
Main-|  Brush    or     Vege-   ting 
tained I ControllReseed  Itation  1  Burns 

Water       Land 

Activity 

Reser-I     1          I 
voirs 

or    I  Pipe- 1 Fenc- 1 
Wells  ! lines  I  ing  1  Signs  I 

1  Range 

0   1  1,300  I       I       I 

1   200    3,000  I   400 

1   5   1   5   1      1 

I Wildlife 

1  Terrestrial 
I  Aquatic 
1 Riparian 

1       gap 

gap       1 

I)   Special  Designations 

Area  Type  of  Designation 

Bennett  Hills  Winter  Rec  Area         SRMA 
J)   Other  Special  Actions  (watershed,  timber,  etc.) 


Acres /Miles 


56,680 


1.  Change  seasons  of  use  on  allotments  that  have  greater  than  50%  of 
use  made  in  the  spring  to  50%  fall  use. 

2.  Develop  timber  sales  plans. 

3.  Improve  the  ecological  condition  on  up  to  an  additional  17,000  acres 
of  poor  condition  land  through  primarily  habitat  improvement 
projects  (see  Map  8)  and  establishment  of  grazing  systems.   Seedings 
will  include  mixtures  of  shrubs,  forbs,  and  grasses  that  will 
improve  ecological  condition  and  crucial  wildlife  habitat.   Guidance 
for  prioritizing  improvements  and  treatment  practices  are  found  on 
page  87.   Total  improvements  over  20  years,  including  "H"  above,  are 
shown  on  Appendix  Table  B-5C. 

4.  To  resolve  forage  conflicts  between  livestock  and  wildlife  (mule 
deer  and  elk),  livestock  season-of-use  would  be  adjusted  so  that 
approximately  50%  of  the  livestock  use  occurs  during  the  spring 
period  and  50%  occurs  during  the  fall. 
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MUA-3  LOWER  BENNETT 


Description 


The  Lower  Bennett  area  consists  of  49,791  acres  of  public  lands,  2,404 
acres  of  state  lands  and  24,068  acres  of  private  lands.   It  is  bordered  on 
the  north  by  MUA-2,  on  the  south  by  the  Snake  River  and  the  boundaries  of 
the  Bruneau  R.A.  and  the  Bennett  Hills  R.A.  (Shoshone  District)  on  the  west 
and  east  respectively.  Elevation  ranges  from  2900-4000'.   Vegetation  is 
primarily  big  sagebrush-cheatgrass-Sandberg  bluegrass  in  poor  condition  with 
several  large  crested  wheatgrass  seedings.   The  terrain  is  predominantly  low 
rolling  foothills  and  flatlands.   The  area  includes  all  or  portions  of  12 
grazing  allotments  used  primarily  by  cattle  owned  by  17  users.   Some  142,194 
acres  of  public  land  have  been  applied  for  through  the  DLE/CA  process.  A 
number  of  utility  lines  (gas  and  power)  are  dispersed  through  a  10-12  mile 
wide  NW  to  SE  corridor.   The  city  of  Glenns  Ferry  is  located,  in  part,  along 
the  southern  portion  of  the  area,  and  portions  of  the  Oregon  National 
Historic  Trail  and  the  North  Alternate  of  the  Oregon  Trail  cross  the  area 
from  SE  to  NW.   Wintering  mule  deer,  antelope,  pheasants  and  sage  grouse  are 
found  in  the  MUA.   The  current  ecological  condition,  in  acres,  is: 

lExcell.l  Good  "Fair  ~Poor  I  Burn~  Seed~  Spray   Water  I 
I   0   I   0   I   0   129,7281  8,588111,2041   0   I   270   1 

Objectives 

Consider  for  transfer  from  federal  ownership  380  acres  through  sale 
(Tl);  558  acres  for  exchange  (T3),  and  5,683  acres  of  suitable  agricultural 
land  for  potential  DLE/CA  development  (T4).  Retain  43,170  acres  of  public 
lands  in  federal  ownership. 

Continue  soil  stabilization  practices  on  areas  receiving  critical 
erosion  damage. 

Maintain  existing  range  vegetative  improvements. 

Improve  land  in  poor  ecological  condition. 
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Issue  8,152  AUMs  of  forage  for  livestock  by  the  year  2005. 

Manage  big  game  habitat  to  support  350  mule  deer  in  winter  and  75  mule 
deer  yearlong  and  25  antelope.   Improve  sage  grouse  nesting  and  brood 
rearing  habitat  by  2005.   Existing  populations  are  300  mule  deer  in  winter, 
60  yearlong  and  0  antelope. 

Maintain  the  current  condition  of  stream  habitat  and  improve  2.2  miles 
of  riparian  habitat  by  2005. 

Protect  and  manage  all  remaining  ruts  and  trail  features  of  the  Oregon 
Trail,  the  Sugar  Bowl,  Glenns  Ferry  and  McGinnis  Ranch  Paleontologic  sites 
and  develop  interpretive  marker  program  for  the  Oregon  Trail. 

Make  available  49,631  acres  (99+%)  of  the  area  for  energy  leasing 
exploration  and  development  and  42,511  acres  (86%)  for  nonenergy  minerals. 
Maintain  40  acres  as  a  material  use  site. 

Multiple  Use  and  Transfer  Area  Classes 

Acreage  classified  —  43,170  Moderate,    0    Intensive, 

0    Limited,   6,621  Transfer 

Actions 

A)  Forage  Use  Levels  (AUMs) 

6,763   Livestock  initial  0     Elk 

8,152   Livestock  20  year  70   Mule  Deer 

0     Wild  horses  4   Pronghorn 


0     Bighorn  Sheep 

B)  Preliminary  Wilderness  Recommendation  -  N/A 

C)  Lands 

1.  Utility  avoidance /restricted  area  -  three  paleontologic  areas 
(Sugar  Bowl,  Glenns  Ferry,  &  McGinnis  Ranch)  &  Oregon  Trail  Ruts 
(7,200  acres/22.5  miles)  to  overhead  &  surface  disturbance  and 
underground  utilities. 

2.  Closed  to  agricultural  entry  -  43,086  acres;  Oregon  Trail  &  3 
paleontologic  areas  (consisting  of  38  sites). 

D)  Motorized  Vehicle  Management  (Acres) 

42,591  open;    7,200   limited;     0     closed. 

Type  of  limitation  -  Oregon  Trail  to  designated  Road  and  Trails  (7,200 

acres/22.5  miles) 
Areas  closed  -  None 
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E)  Minerals  Management 

49,631   acres  open  to  entry  for  leaseables 

7,200+  acres  limited  on  leaseables  (Area  &  Type) -No  surface  occupancy 
on  Oregon  Trail  corridor;  Sugar  Bowl;  Glenns  Ferry  and 
McGinnis  Ranch  Paleontologic  sites.   No  surface  occupancy 
within  500  ft  of  stream  banks  of  perennial  or  intermittent 
streams  or  edges  of  reservoirs. 

7,280   acres  withdrawn  from  locatable  entry  (Area)  -  Oregon  Trail 
(7,200  acres/20.5  miles),  seek  withdrawal;  and  other  (80 
acres). 


0 


acres  limited 


F)  Fire  Management 

Suppression  -    49,791    acres  full; 

Special  actions  -  No  mechanical  equipment  (wheeled)  on  Oregon  Trail  or 

3  paleontologic  sites;  no  fire  lines  (mechanized)  across 

Trail  segments  or  paleontologic  sites. 

G)  Activity  Plans  - 

Cultural  &  RAMP-Oregon  Trail;  Fire  Mgt. ;  AMPs  for  Allotments  1033,  1034, 
1036,  1124,  1129,  1130 

H)  Proposed  projects/actions  for  range,  wildlife,  cultural,  fisheries, 
riparian 


Vegetative  Manipulation  (acres) 

Development 

Reseeding 

(#  or  miles) 

1 Replace iRehabi- 
Seed-|       I  Inter-    to   llitate 
ings  1          seed   I  Native  1  Exis- 
Main-|  Brush  1   or     Vege-   ting 
tained I  Control  I  Reseed  | tation   Burns 

Water       Land    I 

1   Activity 

Reser-| 

voirs  1     1     1     1 

or   |Pipe-|Fenc-| 
Wells  lline   ing  I  Signs  1 

1 Range 

11,2041  2,400  12,640  1/1 

1   300            100 

1  10    20   1 

1 Wildlife 

1  Terrestrial 
1 Aquatic 
1  Cultural 

gap  1 

1      1      1   +   1 

y   To  benefit  both  livestock  and  wildlife. 
I)   Special  Designations 

Area  Type  of  Designation 


Acres/Miles 


Oregon  Trail    Nat'l  Historic  Trail  &  Nat'l  Register,   7,200/22.5 

SRMA 

J)  Other  Special  Actions  (watershed,  timber,  etc.) 

1)   Improve  sage  grouse  brood  rearing  habitat  (removal  of  sagebrush  in 
small  irregular  areas  and  reseed)  where  canopy  cover  exceeds  20%. 
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2)   Improve  the  condition  of  up  to  an  additional  10,000  acres  poor 

condition  land  through  establishment  of  grazing  systems  and  habitat 
and  range  improvement  projects  (vegetative  treatments),  see  Map  8. 
Guidelines  for  prioritizing  improvements  and  treatment  practices 
are  found  on  page  87.  Total  improvements  over  20  years,  including 
"H"  above,  are  shown  on  Appendix  Table  B-5C. 


MUA-4   SNAKE  RIVER  RIPARIAN 


Description 


The  Snake  River  Riparian  area  occupies  the  lowland  river  corridor  from 
Indian  Cove  on  the  west  to  the  confluence  of  Salmon  Falls  Creek  on  the 
east.   The  northern  boundary  is  the  Union  Pacific  railroad  line  and  the 
south  boundary  is  near  the  3000'  elevation  contour  on  the  bluff  near  Salmon 
Falls  Creek,  and  near  the  2700'  contour  line  at  Indian  Cove.   The  51  mile 
long  corridor  contains  important  wildlife  habitat  for  waterfowl,  upland 
game,  furbearers,  nongame  birds  and  raptors,  and  mule  deer.   It  also 
contains  the  best  known  habitat  for  white  sturgeon  above  Hells  Canyon  and 
habitat  for  other  game  and  nongame  fish.   The  islands  provide  important 
waterfowl  nesting  habitat.   The  area  includes  portions  of  two  grazing 
allotments  in  which  the  vegetation  is  primarily  big  sagebrush-cheatgrass  in 
poor  condition.   There  are  remnant  areas  of  Indian  ricegrass,  Thurber 
needlegrass  and  inland  saltgrass.   Grazing  use  in  this  MUA  is  mainly  by 
cattle  owned  by  ten  users.   The  area  contains  9,068  acres  of  BLM,  152  acres 
of  state  and  9,419  acres  of  private  land,  used  primarily  for  agriculture. 
The  city  of  Glenns  Ferry  is  located  in  part  of  this  area.   The  Oregon 
National  Historic  Trail  crosses  the  area  at  Three  Island  Crossing  State  Park 
about  1  1/2  miles  west  of  Glenns  Ferry.   The  current  ecological  condition, 
in  acres,  is: 

lExcell.l  Good  "  Fair  I  Poor  I  Burn  I  Seed  I  Spray   Water  I 
I    0    I    0   I    0   1  8,0831   113  I   499  I    0    I    0    I 

Objectives 

Consider  for  transfer  from  federal  ownership  40  acres  of  public  land 
through  sale  (Tl),  118  acre  through  sale  or  exchange  (T2)  and  make  available 
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182  acres  of  land  for  potential  DLE/CA  development  (T4).  Retain  8,728  acres 
of  public  land. 

Improve  lands  in  poor  ecological  condition. 

Maintain  existing  vegetative  improvements. 

Issue  402  AUMs  of  forage  for  livestock  by  the  year  2005. 

Manage  big  game  habitat  to  support  75  mule  deer.   Existing  populations  is 
50  mule  deer. 

Protect  and  manage  the  Oregon  National  Historic  Trail  to  preserve  all 
remaining  ruts  and  trail  features  (3.6  miles),  and  three  major  paleontologic 
areas  consisting  of  about  75  sites  and  develop  an  interpretative  marker 
program  for  the  Oregon  Trail. 

Protect  the  aquatic  habitat  of  sensitive  and  candidate  species  in  the 
Snake  River  below  Lower  Salmon  Falls  Dam. 

Maintain  34  miles  of  riparian  habitat  along  public  lands  in  current 
condition. 

Make  available  5,826  (64%)  of  the  area  for  energy  minerals  exploration  and 
development  and  7,278  acres  (80%)  for  nonenergy  minerals. 

Manage  65  acres  for  material  use  sites. 

Multiple  Use  and  Transfer  Area  Classes 

Acreage  classified  —    0    Moderate,    0    Intensive, 

8,728  Limited,   340   Transfer 

Actions 

A)  Forage  Use  Levels  (AUMs) 

402  Livestock  initial  0  Elk 

402  Livestock  20  year  24  Mule  Deer 

0  Wild  horses  0  Pronghorn 

0  Bighorn  Sheep 

B)  Preliminary  Wilderness  Recommendation  -  N/A 

C)  Lands 

1.  Utility  avoidance  area  -  Paleontologic  sites  at  Glenns  Ferry  and 
Pasadena  Valley  (surface  and  underground);  Sand  Point  and  all  rutted 
segments  of  Oregon  Trail  (overhead,  surface  and  underground). 

2.  Closed  to  agricultural  entry  -  8,728  acres 
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D)  Motorized  Vehicle  Management  (Acres) 

7,481   open;   1,152   limited;     435 


closed. 


Type  of  Limitation  -  ORV  use  to  designated  roads  and  trails. 
Areas  closed  -  Sand  Point  Paleontologic  (435  acres) 

E)  Minerals  Management 

5,826   acres  open  to  entry  for  leaseables 

1,587   acres  limited  on  leaseables  (Area  &  Type)-No  surface  occupancy 

on  Oregon  Trail,  Paleontologic  sites  &  within  500  ft  of  stream 

banks  of  perennial  or  intermittent  streams  or  edges  of 

reservoirs. 
1,278   acres  withdrawn  from  locatable  entry  (Area) -Paleontologic 

sites  at  Sand  Point  (435  acres)  &  Oregon  Trail  (1,152  acres); 

203  acres  other. 


F)   Fire  Management 
Suppression  - 


9,068 


acres  full ; 


0 


acres  limited 


Special  actions:  No  mechanized  equipment  (wheeled)  and  no  fire  lines 

across  Oregon  Trail  segments  or  the  3  paleontologic  sites 
found  in  the  area. 

G)  Activity  Plans 

Cultural  and  RAMP  for  Oregon  Trail;  Fire  Mgt.  Plan;  Paleontologic  Mgt. 
Plan-Sand  Point;  Snake  River  Wildlife  Tracts  HMP. 

H)  Proposed  projects /actions  for  range,  wildlife,  cultural,  fisheries, 
riparian 


Vegetative  Manipulation  (acres) 

Development 

Reseeding 

(#  or  miles)     1 

I              I Replace iRehabi- 
Seed-|        Inter- I   to   llitate 
ings  1       1  seed   I Native  1  Exis- 
Main-I  Brush  |   or     Vege-   ting 
tained I  Control IReseed  Itation   Burns 

Water       Land    I 

1   Activity 

Reser-| 

voirs  1     1     I 
or   |Pipe-|Fenc-| 
Wells  1  lines  1  ing  I  Signs  1 

I Range 

499        1 

1  Cultural 

1      1      1   +   1 

I)  Special  I 
Area 

)esignations 

Type  of  Designation 

Acres/Miles 

Oregon  Trail  Nat'l  Historic  Trail  &  Nat'l  Register,  SRMA    640/2.0 
Sand  Point  ACEC  435 
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J)  Other  Special  Actions  (watershed,  timber,  etc.) 

1)  Develop  grazing  systems  to  maintain  condition. 

2)  Improve  the  condition  of  up  to  an  additional  3,000  acres  poor 
condition  land  through  vegetative  treatment  that  benefit  both 
livestock  and  wildlife.   Guidance  for  prioritizing  treatments  are 
found  on  page  87.   Total  improvements  over  the  next  20  years, 
including  "H"  above,  are  shown  on  Appendix  Table  B-5C. 

3)  Allow  no  actions  (project  developments  or  land  management)  to  occur 
that  would  adversely  affect  the  habitat  of  sensitive,  candidate  or 
endangered  species  listed  on  Table  3-8  (Final  EIS). 


MUA-5  SNAKE  RIVER  BIRDS  OF  PREY 

Description 

The  Snake  River  Birds  of  Prey  (BOP)  area  consists  of  two  segments.   One 
is  located  two  miles  north  of  Hammett  and  the  other  is  bordered  in  the  south 
by  the  Snake  River  from  Indian  Cove  downriver  to  the  confluence  with  the 
Bruneau  River  and  upstream  to  the  confluence  of  Buckaroo  ditch  and  the 
northern  boundary  of  the  Saylor  Creek  Gunnery  Range  (the  larger  segment  of 
the  BOP  is  found  down  river  in  the  Bruneau  and  Owyhee  Resource  Areas). 
There  are  49,286  acres  of  public  land,  6,116  acres  of  state  land,  and  10,873 
acres  of  private  land  contained  within  the  area.   The  terrain  is  rolling 
lowland  and  flat  agricultural  land  and  contains  habitat  for  numerous  raptors 
including  several  endangered /sensitive  species  (bald  eagle,  ferruginous  hawk 
and  burrowing  owl)  and  important  wetland/riparian  areas  along  C.J.  Strike 
Reservoir.   The  area  includes  portions  of  two  grazing  allotments  grazed  by 
cattle  owned  by  six  users.  The  vegetation  is  primarily  big  sagegrass- 
cheatgrass-Sandberg  bluegrass  in  poor  condition.   The  rim  area  contains  a 
remnant  population  of  salt-desert  shrubs.   The  Bruneau  Dunes  State  Park,  the 
Oregon  National  Historic  Trail  and  important  cultural  resource  sites  also 
lie  within  this  area.   The  current  ecological  condition,  in  acres,  is: 

lExcell.l  Good  "Fair  ~Poor   Burn~  Seed"  Spray   Water  | 
I   0   I   0   128,149115,3791  5,4141   0  V     0   I   0   I 
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Objectives 

Retain  all  public  lands  in  federal  ownership  (49,286  acres). 

Improve  lands  in  poor  ecological  condition. 

Issue  5,631  AUMs  of  forage  for  livestock  by  the  year  2005. 

Maintain  existing  range  vegetative  improvements. 

Manage  big  game  habitat  to  support  150  mule  deer.   Existing  population 
is  50  mule  deer. 

Maintain  current  condition  of  riparian  habitat  along  the  Snake  River  (12 
miles)  and  C.J.  Strike  Complex  (9  miles). 

Protect  the  scenic  and  natural  values  surrounding  the  Bruneau  Sand  Dunes 
State  Park. 

Protect  and  preserve  all  remaining  ruts  and  trail  features  of  the  Oregon 
National  Historic  Trail  and  develop  an  interpretative  marker  program  for  the 
Oregon  Trail. 

Make  49,286  acres  (100%)  of  area  available  for  energy  mineral 
exploration  and  development  and  33,671  acres  (68%)  for  nonenergy  minerals. 
Manage  50  acres  as  materials  use  sites. 

Multiple  Use  and  Transfer  Area  Classes 

Acreage  classified  —    0    Moderate,    0    Intensive, 

49,286  Limited,    0    Transfer 

Actions 

A)  Forage  Use  Levels  (AUMs) 

4,482  Livestock  initial  0  Elk 

5,631  Livestock  20  year  32  Mule  Deer 

0  Wild  horses  0  Pronghorn 

0  Bighorn  Sheep 

B)  Preliminary  Wilderness  Recommendation  -  N/A 

C)  Lands 

1.  Utility  avoidance /restricted  area  -  Rutted  portions  of  Oregon  Trail 
(1,504  acres)  (overhead,  surface,  underground),  and  visual  area 
around  Bruneau  Dunes  State  Park  (overhead,  surface). 

2.  Closed  to  agricultural  entry  -  49,286  acres 

D)  Motorized  Vehicle  Management  (Acres) 

0     open;   47,286  limited;  0     closed. 
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Type  of  limitation  -  No  ORV  activity  around  raptor  nesting  sites  during 

nesting/fledging  seasons  and  to  designated  roads  and 
trails.  Oregon  Trail  to  designated  roads  and  trails 
(1,504  acres/4.7  miles). 

Areas  closed  -  None 

E)  Minerals  Management 

49,286   acres  open  to  entry  for  leaseables 

15,615+  acres  limited  on  leaseables  (Area  &  Type)-No  surface  occupancy 
around  raptor  nesting  sites  (14,111  acres);  Oregon  Trail-4.7 
miles  (1,504  acres)  or  within  500  feet  of  stream  banks  of 
perennial  or  intermittent  streams  or  edges  of  reservoirs 

15,615   acres  withdrawn  from  locatable  entry  (Area) -Oregon  Trail 

(1,504  acres)  &  raptor  essential  nesting  habitat  (14,111  acres) 


0 


acres  limited 


F)  Fire  Management 

Suppression  -     49,286    acres  full; 

Special  actions  -  No  mechanical  equipment  or  fire  lines  in  Oregon  Trail 

and  no  fire  lines  around  Bruneau  Dunes  State  Park  (visual 

area  of  park).   See  Appendix  I. 

G)  Activity  Plans 

RAMP  for  SRBOP  &  Oregon  Trail,  Fire  Mgt.  Plan.  AMP  for  Allotments 
1056,1137 

H)  Proposed  projects /actions  for  range,  wildlife,  cultural,  fisheries, 
riparian 


Vegetative  Manipulation  (acres) 

Development      1 

Reseeding 

(#  or  miles) 

I              | Replace iRehabi- 
Seed-|       I  Inter- I   to   llitate 
ings          seed   I Native  1  Exis- 
Main-|  Brush    or     Vege-   ting 
tained I  Control IReseed  Itation   Burns 

Water       Land    I 

1   Activity 

Reser-| 

voirs  1           I 
or   1  Pipe-|Fenc-| 
Wells  1 lines  1  ing  I  Signs  I 

1 Range 

5, 414|       I  1,000 

1  Cultural 

1      1      1   +   1 

I)   Special  Designations 
Area 


Type  of  Designation 


Acres/Miles 

49,286/ 
1,504/4.7 


Snake  River  Birds  of  Prey  Area      Withdrawal  Area 
Oregon  Trail  Nat'l.  Historic  Trail 

Nat'l.  Register,  SRMA 

J)  Other  Special  Actions  (watershed,  timber,  etc.) 

1)   Decrease  spring/summer  use  period  and  increase  fall/winter  grazing 
use. 
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2)   Improve  the  ecological  condition  of  up  to  an  additional  10,800 

acres  of  poor  condition  land  through  primarily  habitat  improvement 
treatment  (see  Map  8)  and  the  development  of  grazing  systems. 
Guidances  for  prioritizing  improvements  and  treatment  practices  are 
found  on  page  87.  Total  improvements  over  20  years,  including  "H" 
above,  are  shown  on  Appendix  Table  B-5C. 


MUA-6  SAYLOR  CREEK  WEST 


Description 


The  Saylor  Creek  West  area  is  bordered  by  the  Snake  River  BOP  and  Snake 
River  Riparian  zone  on  the  north,  the  Bruneau  River  and  respective  WSA 
boundary  on  the  west,  and  the  allotment  boundary  to  the  east  and  south.   The 
area  is  generally  flat  to  gently  rolling  hills  with  a  few  canyon  areas. 
Elevation  throughout  the  area  averages  around  3500'.   The  Saylor  Creek 
Gunnery  Range  (102,746  acres)  is  located  in  the  middle  of  the  area. 
Vegetation  is  predominantly  crested  wheatgrass  seedings  with  pockets  of  big 
sagebrush.  A  large  part  of  the  area  has  been  burned  and  is  presently  in 
annual  grass  with  Sandberg  bluegrass.   All  or  portions  of  17  grazing 
allotments  are  contained  within  the  area,  used  by  cattle  and  sheep.   The 
Pothole  Cultural  Resource  Site  complex  is  located  in  the  northern  part  of 
this  area.   There  are  176,859  acres  of  public  lands,  9,226  acres  of  state 
lands,  and  10,199  acres  of  private  lands  contained  within  the  area.   The 
current  ecological  condition,  in  acres,  is: 

lExcell.l  Good   Fair   Poor  I  Burn  1  Seed  1  Spray   Water~| 
I   0   I   0   1   25   175,208125,519175,1071   0   I   0   I 

Objectives 

Consider  for  transfer  from  public  ownership  120  acres  through  sale  (Tl), 
80  acres  through  sale  or  exchange  (T2),  and  make  available  4,473  acres  of 
public  lands  for  potential  DLE/CA  development  (T4).   Retain  172,186  acres  of 
public  lands  in  federal  ownership.   Adjudicate  and  divide  the  West  Saylor 
Creek  MUA  into  individual  allotments  by  1987. 
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Issue  47,772  AUMs  of  forage  for  livestock  by  the  year  2005. 

Improve  lands  in  poor  ecological  condition. 

Maintain  existing  vegetative  improvements. 

Manage  big  game  habitat  to  support  40  mule  deer.   Existing  population  is 
25  mule  deer.   Maintain  present  levels  of  upland  game  nesting  and  cover 
habitat. 

Protect  and  manage  the  Sand  Point  Paleontologic  area. 

Maintain  current  condition  of  riparian  habitat. 

Make  73,733  acres  (42%)  of  the  area  available  for  energy  minerals  explora- 
tion and  development  and  73,733  acres  (42%)  for  nonenergy  minerals.  Retain 
all  public  lands  in  the  Bruneau  KGRA.   Manage  28  acres  for  materials  use. 

Multiple  Use  and  Transfer  Area  Classes 

Acreage  classified  —  69,440  Moderate,  102,746  Intensive, 

0    Limited,   4,673  Transfer 

Actions 

A)  Forage  Use  Levels  (AUMs) 

12,136  Livestock  initial  0  Elk 

47,772  Livestock  20  year  29  Mule  Deer 

0  Wild  horses  0  Pronghorn 

0  Bighorn  Sheep 

B)  Preliminary  Wilderness  Recommendation  -  N/A 

C)  Lands 

1.  Utility  avoidance /restricted  area  -  102,746  acres  in  Saylor  Creek 
Gunnery  (overhead,  surface,  underground)  and  Sand  Point  Paleon- 
tological  Area  (380  acres)  (surface  and  underground). 

2.  Closed  to  agricultural  entry-171,626  acres. 

D)  Motorized  Vehicle  Management  (Acres) 

73,733  open;     0     limited;  103,126  closed. 

Areas  closed  -  Saylor  Creek  Gunnery  Range  and  Sand  Point  Paleontologic 
Area. 

E)  Minerals  Management 

73,733  acres  open  to  entry  for  leaseables 
103,126+  acres  limited  on  leaseables  (Area  &  Type)  -  No  surface 
occupancy  in  Saylor  Creek  Gunnery  Range,  Sand  Point 


37 


Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan 


Paleontologic,  or  within  500  feet  of  stream  banks  of  perennial 
or  intermittent  streams  or  edges  of  reservoirs. 
103,126  acres  withdrawn  from  locatable  entry  (Area)  -  Saylor  Ck. 

Gunnery  (102,746);  Sand  Point  Paleontologic  Area  (380  acres/18 
sites) 


F)   Fire  Management 

Suppression  -   176,859   acres  full; 


0 


acres  limited 


Special  actions  -  The  102,746  acres  in  the  Gunnery  Range  will  be  managed 
under  contracted  service  with  Mountain  Home  Air  Force 
Base.   No  mechanized  equipment  (wheeled)  on  paleontologic 
sites. 

G)  Activity  Plans 

Fire  Mgt.  Plan,  Management  Plan  for  Sand  Point  Paleontologic  Area,  AMPs 
for  Allotments  1056,  1137;  Cultural  Plan  for  Pot  Hole  Complex. 

H)   Proposed  projects/actions  for  range,  wildlife,  cultural,  fisheries, 
riparian 


Vegetative  Manipulation  (acres) 

Development 

Reseeding 

(#  or  miles) 

1 Replace iRehabi- 
Seed-I       I  Inter- I   to    llitate 
ings  1       1  seed   I Native  1  Exis- 
Main-|  Brush    or     Vege-  I  ting 
tained I  Control IReseed  I tation   Burns 

Water       Land    I 

I   Activity 

Reser-|                I 
voirs  1     1     1 
or   I Pipe-|Fenc-| 
Wells  I lines  I  ing  I  Signs  1 

1  Range 

75,107|       1              1   150 

1   25  1   25  1      1 

I)   Special  Designations 
Area 
Sand  Point 


Type  of  Designation 
ACEC 


Acres /Miles 
380/ 


J)  Other  Special  Actions  (watershed,  timber,  etc.) 


1)  Protection  of  critical  erosion  hazard  area  in  the  Narrows  Carey  Act 
project  that  could  create  erosion  of  the  Sand  Point  Paleontologic 
deposits. 

2)  Special  water  runoff  (return  irrigation  flows)  stipulations  on 
transferred  lands  to  protect  public  lands  adjacent  to  and  downslope 
of  transfer  lands.   Establish  legal  allotment  boundaries. 

3)  Improve  the  condition  of  up  to  an  additional  19,000  acres  of  poor 
condition  through  range  treatment  (see  Map  8)  and  seedings. 
Guidance  for  prioritizing  improvements  are  found  on  page  87.   Total 
improvements  over  the  next  20  years,  including  "H"  above,  are  shown 
on  Appendix  Table  B-5C. 
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MUA-7   SAYLOR  CREEK  EAST 

Description 

The  area  contains  347,530  acres  of  public  lands,  14,356  acres  of  state 
lands  and  82,211  acres  of  private  lands.   It  is  bordered  on  the  west  by  the 
Saylor  Creek  West  Allotment,  by  the  riparian  zone  of  the  Snake  River  to  the 
north  and  northeast,  Salmon  Falls  Creek  on  the  east  and  Balanced  Rock /Clover 
Road  and  Clover  Creek  Canyon  on  the  south  and  southwest.   This  MUA  contains 
the  106,469  acre  Saylor  Creek  Wild  Horse  Herd  Area.   Topography  is  generally 
flat  to  gently  rolling  hills  with  significant  amounts  of  developed  agricul- 
tural land  (farms  in  the  north  and  eastern  parts  of  the  area).  A  number  of 
DLE/CA  applications  have  been  filed  on  potentially  suitable  agricultural 
lands.   The  soils  show  significant  potential  for  agricultural  productivity. 
Vegetation  is  predominantly  cheatgrass,  crested  wheat  and  big  sagebrush 
grazed  by  sheep  and  cattle  belonging  to  24  permittees  in  one  allotment.   A 
substantial  percentage  of  the  area  has  been  burned  with  the  biggest  burn 
occurring  in  1976.   Remnant  native  perennial  grasses  include  Thurber 
needlegrass,  Sandberg  bluegrass  and  bottlebrush  squirreltail.   Mule  deer, 
antelope,  sage  grouse,  and  upland  game  are  found  in  the  area.  Wildlife 
tracts  have  been  developed  in  the  farming  area  to  provide  cover,  nesting 
habitat,  and  food  for  upland  game.   Fifteen  thousand  acres  have  been  set 
aside  thus  far  under  Sikes  Act  for  this  purpose.   Significant  paleonto- 
logical  and  cultural  resource  sites  in  Pasadena  Valley,  Dove  Springs,  and 
Roosevear  Gulch  have  been  recorded  and  the  Oregon  National  Historic  Trail 
traverses  the  northern  portion  of  the  area.   The  current  ecological 
condition,  in  acres,  is: 

lExcell.l  Good  ~~Fair    Poor  1  Burn  I   Seed   Spray   Water  I 
I   0   I   0   I   315  1123, 921146, 2781155, 6121   0   I   0   I 

Objectives 

Consider  for  transfer  from  public  ownership  420  acres  through  sale  (Tl), 
8,122  acres  through  sale  or  exchange  (T2);  85  acres  through  exchange  (T3); 
and  63,143  acres  of  public  land  for  potential  DLE/CA  development  (T4). 
Retain  all  remaining  lands,  275,760  acres. 
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Issue  72,739  AUMs  of  forage  for  livestock  by  the  year  2005,  and  provide 
forage  to  support  a  herd  of  50  wild  horses  in  the  83,540  acre  Saylor  Creek 
Wild  Horse  Herd  Area. 

Improve  lands  in  poor  ecological  condition. 

Maintain  existing  vegetative  improvements. 

Manage  big  game  habitat  to  support  100  mule  deer  and  30  antelope. 
Existing  populations  are  50  mule  deer  and  15  antelope.   Maintain  existing 
upland  game  nesting  and  cover  habitats.   Manage  3,990  acres  of  the 
cheatgrass  study  area  for  curlews. 

Maintain  current  condition  of  riparian  and  fish  habitat. 

Manage  the  Oregon  Trail  to  preserve  remaining  ruts  and  trail  features 
and  nominate  to  national  register  and  develop  interpretive  signing  and 
facilities  to  serve  trail  users  and  protect  Dove  Spring  complex. 

Protect  the  96  paleontologic  sites  in  Pasadena  Valley,  Roosevear  Creek 
and  Gulch,  Dove  Springs,  Deer  Gulch,  Pilgrim  Spring  and  Stage,  and  Glenns 
Ferry. 

Make  329,164  acres  (95%)  of  the  area  available  for  energy  minerals 
exploration  and  development  and  335,096  acres  (96%)  for  nonenergy  minerals. 
Manage  24  sites  containing  524  acres  as  material  use  sites. 

Multiple  Use  and  Transfer  Area  Classes 

Acreage  classified  —  192,178  Moderate,    0    Intensive, 

83,582  Limited,   71,770  Transfer 

Actions 

A)  Forage  Use  Levels  (AUMs) 

37,097  Livestock  initial                0    Elk 
73,424  Livestock  20  year                 32  Mule  Deer 
600  Wild  horses  4  Pronghorn 


0     Bighorn  Sheep 

B)  Preliminary  Wilderness  Recommendation  -  N/A 

C)  Lands 

1.  Utility  avoidance /restricted  area  -  Oregon  Trail  5,888  acres 
(overhead,  surface,  underground);  Dove  Springs  (160  acres)  and  96 
paleontologic  sites  (surface  and  underground). 

2.  Closed  to  agricultural  entry  -  275,920  acres  (96  paleontologic 
sites  and  Dove  Springs  Cultural  site;  83,540  acres  wild  horse 
habitat  area). 
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D)  Motorized  Vehicle  Management  (Acres) 
341,642  open;   5,888   limited; 


0 


closed. 


Types  of  Limitation  -  Oregon  Trail:  to  designated  roads  and  trails 

(5,888  acres/18.4  miles). 
Areas  Closed  -  None 

E)  Minerals  Management 

329,164   acres  open  to  entry  for  leaseables 

18,364   acres  limited  on  leaseables  (Area  &  Type)-No  surface  occupancy 
on  cultural  &  paleontologic  sites  or  within  500  feet  of  stream 
banks  of  perennial  or  intermittent  streams  or  edges  of 
reservoirs. 

12,464+  acres  withdrawn  from  locatable  entry  (Area)  -  Oregon  Trail 
(5,888  acres)  &  96  sites  located  in  9  Paleontologic  Areas  & 
Dove  Springs  (160  acres)  cultural  resource  site,  and  6,416 
other  acres  currently  withdrawn. 

F)  Fire  Management 

Suppression  -   347,530   acres  full;    0    acres  limited 

Special  actions  -  No  mechanized  equipment  (wheeled)  on  Oregon  Trail;  no 
fire  lines  (mechanical)  surface  disturbing  across  trail 
segments. 

G)  Activity  Plans 

Cultural  (Dove  Springs),  RAMP  for  Oregon  Trail;  Fire  Mgt.  Plan,  Wild 
Horse  Management  Plan,  AMP  for  Allotment  1056. 

H)  Proposed  projects /actions  for  range,  wildlife,  cultural,  fisheries, 
riparian 


Vegetative  Manipulation  (acres) 

Development 

Reseeding 

(#  or  miles) 

1       I       1 Replace iRehabi- 
Seed-  I       1  Inter- I   to   llitate 
ings   1       1  seed   1 Native   Exis- 
Main-   Brush  1   or   1  Vege-   ting 
tained  I  Control  1 Re seed  Itation   Burns 

Water    I    Land 

I  Activity 

Reser-| 

voirs  I     I     I 
or   I Pipe-|Fenc-| 
Wells  1 lines  I  ing  I  Signs  I 

I Range 

155,6121 

4     50  1  60+  1 

1  Cultural 

1           1   +   1 

I)  Special  Designations 

Area  Type  of  Designation 


Oregon  Trail 

Saylor  Creek 

Wild  Horse 


Nat'l  Historic  Trail  &  Nat'l  Register,  SRMA 
Wild  Horse  Herd  Area 


Acres /Miles 

5,888/18.4 
83,540 
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J)  Other  Special  Actions  (watershed,  timber,  etc.) 

1)  Design  fences  so  as  to  minimize  wild  horse  movement  conflicts. 

2)  Improve  the  condition  of  up  to  an  additional  11,000  acres  of  poor 
condition  lands  through  vegetative  treatment  (see  Map  8)  and 
seeding.   Guidance  for  prioritizing  treatments  are  found  on  page  87. 

3)  Fences  will  be  modified  to  allow  for  antelope  passage  in  areas 
where  their  needs  are  not  being  met. 


MUA-8  HAGERMAN  FOSSIL  BEDS 

Description 

The  Hagerman  Fossil  Beds  are  located  along  the  western  bank  of  the  Snake 
River,  and  extend  westward  to  the  rim  of  the  Snake  River  Canyon, 
approximately  two  miles  west  of  the  town  of  Hagerman.   The  southern  boundary 
of  the  area  adjoins  the  Hagerman  ORV  area  and  the  northern  boundary  is 
adjacent  to  the  Saylor  Creek  East  area.   This  area  also  bisects  a  part  of 
the  Snake  River  Riparian  MUA  4.   Terrain  is  extremely  steep  and  soils  are 
poorly  formed  and  highly  erodable.   Vegetation  is  cheatgrass  and  sagebrush 
but  also  contains  similar  riparian  values  as  described  for  MUA  4.   The 
fossil  area  is  a  National  Natural  Landmark  and  an  internationally  recognized 
paleontologic  area  with  over  300  fossil  sites  identified.   The  area  contains 
4,394  acres  of  public  lands  and  499  acres  of  state  lands.   Wildlife  values 
include  upland  game,  raptors,  and  mule  deer.   The  current  ecological 
condition,  in  acres,  is: 

lExcell.j  Good   Fair  ~ Poor  1  Burn   Seed   Spray  I  WaterH 
I   0   1   0   1   0   1  3,5871   400  I   407  I   0   1   0   I 

Objectives 

Retain  4,394  acres  of  public  lands  in  federal  ownership  unless  site 
specific  exchange  is  necessary  to  improve  area  management. 
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Exclude  livestock  grazing  in  all  areas. 

Improve  lands  in  poor  ecological  conditions. 

Manage  big  game  habitat  to  support  five  mule  deer.   Existing  population 
is  five  mule  deer. 

Maintain  present  upland  game  nesting  and  cover  habitat. 

Preserve  two  miles  of  the  Oregon  Trail  (remaining  ruts  and  trail 
features)  nominate  to  National  Register  and  develop  an  interpretive  marker 
for  the  Oregon  Trail. 

Protect  and  manage  the  area  for  its  paleontologic  values  through 
designation  as  an  ACEC. 

Minimize  accelerated  erosion  caused  by  water  and  insure  that  vegetative 
cover  is  maintained  to  minimize  wind  erosion. 

Make  available  986  acres  (22%)  of  area  for  energy  minerals  exploration 
and  development  and  4,394  acres  (100%)  for  nonenergy  minerals. 

Multiple  Use  and  Transfer  Area  Classes 

Acreage  classified  —    0    Moderate,    0    Intensive, 

4,394  Limited,    0    Transfer 

Actions 

A)  Forage  Use  Levels  (AUMs) 

0  Livestock  initial  0  Elk 

0  Livestock  20  year  1  Mule  Deer 

0  Wild  horses  0  Pronghorn 

0  Bighorn  Sheep 

B)  Preliminary  Wilderness  Recommendation  -  N/A 

C)  Lands 

1.  Utility  avoidance /restricted  area  -  entire  4,394  acres  except 
existing  corridor  and  facility  location  (surface,  underground). 

2.  Closed  to  agricultural  entry  (Area)  -  entire  Fossil  Beds  (4,394 
acres). 

D)  Motorized  Vehicle  Management  (Acres) 

0    open;  0     limited;   4,394   closed. 

Type  of  limitation  -  closed  to  all  motorized  vehicle  use  off  of 

designated  roads. 
Areas  closed  -  entire  area 
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E)  Minerals  Management 

986   acres  open  to  entry  for  leaseables 
4,394   acres  limited  on  leaseables  (Area  &  Type)  -  No  surface 
occupancy-entire  area 
0     acres  withdrawn  from  locatable  entry 


F)   Fire  Management 

Suppression  -    4,394    acres  full; 


0 


acres  limited 


Special  actions  -  No  mechanical  equipment  off  roads  &  trails  and  no 
fire  lines  in  area. 

G)  Activity  Plans 

Management  Plan  for  ACEC;  RAMP-Hagerman  &  Owsley  Bridge  (MUA  9)  joint 
plan  on  7,074  acres;  Fire  Mgt.  Plan;  RAMP  -  Oregon  Trail;  Watershed 
Activity  Plan. 

H)   Proposed  projects/actions  for  range,  wildlife,  cultural,  fisheries, 
riparian 


Vegetative  Manipulation  (acres) 

Develc 
(#  or 

>pment 

Seed- 
ing s 
Main- 
tained 

Brush 
Control 

Reseeding 
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Type  of  DesJ 

.gnat  ion 

Acres /Miles 

Hagerman  Fossil  ACEC/SRMA  4,394 

Oregon  Trail    Nat'l  Historic  Trail  &  Nat'l  Register,  SRMA    640/2 

J)   Other  Special  Actions  (watershed,  timber,  etc.) 

1)  Eliminate  grazing  use. 

2)  A  portion  of  the  southern  end  is  designated  as  available  for  the 
trailing  and  resting  of  livestock  moving  from  areas  north  of  the 
river  to  allotments  in  East  Saylor  Creek  and  West  Devil  Creek. 

3)  A  watershed  activity  plan,  which  was  approved  in  April,  1985,  will 
be  implemented.   The  main  objectives  of  this  plan  are  to  limit 
accelerated  erosion  and  to  stabilize  disturbed  areas. 
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MUA-9   HAGERMAN  ORV  (OWSLEY  BRIDGE) 

Description 

This  area  contains  2,901  acres  of  federal  land  abutting  the  southern 
boundary  of  the  Hagerman  Fossil  Beds  and  extending  south  to  the  Crows  Nest 
Road  and  west  to  the  Saylor  Creek  East  MUA  boundary.   The  terrain  is  rolling 
hills  dissected  by  gullys  and  dry  washes.   Elevation  ranges  from  3000'  to 
3500'.  Vegetation  consists  of  sagebrush  and  cheatgrass.   The  area  is  used 
by  ORV  recreationists  (trail  bikes)  throughout  the  year.   The  current 
ecological  condition,  in  acres,  is: 

lExcell.l  Good  |  Fair  ~~Poor   Burn   Seed~  Spray"  Water  I 
I'O   I   0   1   0   1  2,8871   14   1   0   10   1   0   I 

Objectives 

Manage  the  area  for  its  recreational  and  off-road  vehicle  values  and 
designate  a  SRMA. 

Retain  2,901  acres  of  public  lands  in  federal  ownership. 

Issue  197  AUMs  forage  use  levels  for  livestock  by  the  year  2005. 

Improve  lands  in  poor  ecological  condition. 

Manage  existing  game  habitat  to  support  five  mule  deer.   Existing 
population  is  five  mule  deer. 

Make  available  2,621  acres  (90%)  for  energy  mineral  exploration  and 
development  and  2,901  acres  (100%)  for  nonenergy  minerals. 

Multiple  Use  and  Transfer  Area  Classes 

Acreage  classified  —    0    Moderate,   2,901  Intensive, 

0    Limited,    0    Transfer 
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Actions 


A)  Forage  Use  Levels  (AUMs) 

140  Livestock  initial  0  Elk  (winter) 

197  Livestock  20  year  1  Mule  Deer 

0  Wild  horses  0  Pronghorn 

0  Bighorn  Sheep  (yearlong) 

B)  Preliminary  Wilderness  Recommendation  -  N/A 

C)  Lands 

1.  Utility  avoidance  area  -  0 

2.  Close  to  agricultural  entry  -  2,901  acres 

D)  Motorized  Vehicle  Management  (Acres) 

2,901  open;    0    limited;    0    closed. 

E)  Minerals  Management 

2,621    acres  open  to  entry  for  leaseables 

280    acres  limited  on  leaseables  (Area  &  Type)  -  Power  site  and 
areas  within  500  feet  of  stream  banks  of  perennial  or 
intermittent  streams  or  edges  of  reservoirs. 

0      acres  withdrawn  from  locatable  entry  (Area)  - 

F)  Fire  Management 

Suppression  -    2,901    acres  full;    0    acres  limited 
Special  actions 

G)  Activity  Plans 

RAMP  for  Owsley  Bridge  &  Hagerman  SRMA  (7,074  acres). 

H)  Proposed  projects/actions  for  range,  wildlife,  cultural,  fisheries, 
riparian: 

None  proposed.   Zero  acres  of  existing  seeding  to  be  maintained. 

I)   Special  Designations 

Area  Type  of  Designation       Acres /Miles 

Hagerman /Owsley  Bridge  SRMA  2,680 

J)  Other  Special  Actions  (watershed,  timber,  etc.)- 

1)   Improve  the  condition  of  up  to  1,200  acres  of  the  lands  in  poor 
condition  through  range  treatment  (see  Map  8)  and  seedings. 
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Guidance  for  prioritizing  improvements  and  treatment  practices  are 
found  on  page  87. 


MUA-10  BRUNEAU-JARBIDGE-SHEEP  CREEK 
Description 

The  Bruneau/Sheep  Creek  WSA  (111-17;  79,537  acres  BRA  and  28,869  acres 
JRA)  and  the  Jarbidge  WSA  (17-11;  8,348  acres  BRA  and  66,770  acres  JRA)  form 
Multiple  Use  Area  10.  MUA  acreage  includes  95,639  acres  of  federal  land, 
3,519  acres  of  state  land,  and  161  acres  of  private  land. 

The  area  extends  from  about  Indian  Bathtub  on  the  west  side  of  the 
Bruneau  River  south  to  Winter  Camp  and  the  East  Fork  of  the  Bruneau,  to  the 
James  Places  about  3  1/2  miles  south  of  Mary's  Creek  on  Sheep  Creek,  to  the 
Bedal  Homestead  about  six  miles  upstream  of  the  Bruneau /Jarbidge  confluence 
on  the  W.F.  Bruneau  and  to  the  confluence  of  the  East  Fork  and  West  Fork  of 
the  Jarbidge.   Vegetation  in  the  canyon  is  predominantly  big  sagebrush, 
bluebunch  wheatgrass  with  some  juniper  and  mountain  mahogany.   All  or 
portions  of  five  grazing  allotments  allocated  to  nine  permittees  are 
included  in  the  area. 

The  topography  of  the  plateau  lands  is  generally  flat  to  rolling. 
Vegetative  cover  consists  of  different  mixes  of  big  sagebrush,  shadscale, 
forbs  with  cheatgrass,  Sandberg  bluegrass  and  bottlebrush  squirreltail. 

The  tableland  serves  as  crucial  winter  habitat  for  mule  deer.   Antelope 
are  found  yearlong  on  the  east  and  west  side  of  the  Jarbidge  River.   This 
management  unit  provides  the  key  habitat  for  the  reestablishment  of  bighorn 
sheep  in  the  Jarbidge /Bruneau  River  complex.   Upland  birds  are  also  an 
important  resource  in  the  unit. 

The  Bruneau  River  Canyon  is  one  of  the  deepest  gorges  in  North  America. 
The  canyons  are  rich  in  wildlife,  including  bighorn  sheep,  cultural  and 
geological  history,  scenery,  cold  and  warm  water  game  fisheries,  and  white- 
water  recreation  opportunities.   The  current  ecological  condition,  in  acres, 
is: 
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I  Excel!. I  Good   Fair   Poor   Burn   Seed   Spray   Water  I 
I  2,648  I  8,068114,253156,5761  1,8661  1,8271   0  ~T  _0 I 

Objectives 

Retain  all  federal  lands  in  public  ownership  (95,639  acres). 

Issue  5,397  AIJMs  of  forage  use  for  livestock  by  the  year  2005. 

Improve  lands  in  poor  ecological  condition. 

Maintain  existing  vegetative  improvements  and  maintain  existing  lands 
that  are  in  good  and  excellent  ecological  condition. 

Manage  big  game  habitat  to  support  2,160  winter  mule  deer  and  260  mule 
deer  the  rest  of  the  year,  191  antelope,  and  208  bighorns  and  protect 
existing  and  potential  bighorn  habitat  through  special  designation  and 
management.   Existing  populations  are  1,320  winter  mule  deer,  200  mule  deer 
rest  of  year,  21  bighorns  and  105  antelope. 

Improve  sage  grouse  nesting  through  seeding  and  rehabilitation. 
Maintain  current  upland  game  nesting  and  cover  habitat. 

Improve  4.7  miles  of  riparian  habitat  and  11.1  miles  of  fisheries 
habitat  by  2005. 

Protect  the  cultural  values  of  the  Dry  Lake/Bruneau  River  Complex  and 
Arch  Canyon  and  the  scenic  and  recreation  values  of  the  Bruneau  and  Jarbidge 
Rivers  through  special  designation  and  management. 

Manage  for  wilderness  15,622  acres  of  the  MUA. 

Make  available  20,168  acres  (21%)  for  energy  mineral  exploration  and 
development  and  20,168  acres  (21%)  for  nonenergy  minerals. 

Multiple  Use  and  Transfer  Area  Classes 

Acreage  classified  —  20,168  Moderate,    0    Intensive, 

75,471  Limited,    0    Transfer 

Actions 

A)  Forage  Use  Levels  (AUMs) 

5,770   Livestock  initial               0     Elk  Deer  (winter) 
6,141   Livestock  20  year               356   Mule  Deer 
0     Wild  horses  15   Pronghorn 


342   Bighorn  Sheep  (yearlong) 

B)  Preliminary  Wilderness  Recommendation 

15,622  acres  recommended  suitable:  Bruneau  River-Sheep  Creek  WSA 
4,633  acres;  Jarbidge  River  WSA  47,389  acres 
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80,017  acres  recommended  nonsui table:   Bruneau  River-Sheep  Creek  WSA 
24,236  acres,  Jarbidge  River  WSA  19,381  acres 

C)  Lands 

1.  Utility  avoidance /restricted  area  -  Recommended  suitable  wilderness 
area  (75,471  acres);  ACEC;  121  miles  of  Wild,  Scenic  River  area; 
and  Arch  Canyon)  (overhead,  surface,  underground). 

2.  Closed  to  agricultural  entry  (Area) — 95,639+  acres. 

D)  Motorized  Vehicle  Management  (Acres) 

20,168  open;   59,849  limited;  15,622  closed. 

Type  of  limitation-Bighorn  sheep  habitat  to  designated  roads  and  trails 
Areas  closed-River  canyons,  wilderness  areas 

E)  Minerals  Management 

20,168   acres  open  to  entry  for  leaseables 

75,471+  acres  limited  on  leaseables  (Area  &  Type)-No  surface  occupancy 
in  wilderness  area,  river  canyons  or  on  rim  when  within  view 
of  river  &  in  bighorn  habitat  on  plateau  &  Arch  Canyon,,  or 
within  500  feet  of  stream  banks  of  perennial  or  intermittent 
streams  or  edges  of  reservoirs. 

75,471   acres  withdrawn  from  locatable  entry  (Area)  -  Wilderness,  Dry 
Lakes /Bruneau  River  Complex,  Bruneau  River  Canyon  and 
Overlook;  Arch  Canyon,  Indian  Hot  Springs,  and  bighorn  habitat 
(ACEC  area). 

F)  Fire  Management 

Suppression  -   95,639   acres  full;    0    acres  limited 

Special  actions  -  No  mechanical  equipment  in  wilderness  areas  or  river 
canyons  or  ACEC  &  special  attention  to  bighorn  needs. 

G)  Activity  Plans 

Multiple  Use  Management  Plan  for  ACEC;  RAMP  (Bruneau-Jarbidge  Rivers); 
WMP;  Fire  Mgt.;  Cultural  Plan-Dry  Lake  Beds/Bruneau  River  Complex;  AMP 
for  Allotments  1021,  1050,  1099,  1137.  Review  and  update/revise  as 
necessary  CRMP  1021  and  AMP  1050. 
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H)   Proposed  projects /actions  for  range,  wildlife,  cultural,  fisheries, 
riparian 
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I)   Special  Designations 


Area 


Type  of  Designation 


Acres /Miles 


Bruneau,  Sheep  Ck  &  Jarbidge     Wilderness,  Wild  &  Scenic   30,384/121 

River  Canyon  River;  SRMA 

Bighorn  habitat  (includes  Arch 

Canyon)  ACEC  75,471 

Dry  Lake  Beds /Bruneau  River  Complex    Nat'l.  Register       24,000* 

*6,000  other  acres  in  MUA  11  for  a  total  of  30,000  acres. 

J)  Other  Special  Actions  (watershed,  timber,  etc.) 

1)  Improve  the  ecological  condition  of  up  to  an  additional  22,500 
acres  of  poor  condition  lands  through  vegetative  treatments  (see 
Map  8)  with  emphasis  on  seed  mixture  that  improve  the  ecological 
condition  and  benefit  both  wildlife  and  livestock.   Guidance  for 
prioritizing  improvements  are  found  on  page  87.   Total  improvements 
over  20  years,  including  "H"  above,  are  shown  on  Appendix  Table 
B-5C. 

2)  Fences  will  be  modified  to  allow  for  antelope  and  mule  deer  passage 
in  areas  where  wildlife  needs  are  not  being  met. 

3)  Although  specific  season-of-use  problems  have  not  been  identified, 
livestock  season  of  use  will  be  adjusted,  if  necessary,  to  resolve 
any  conflicts  on  mule  deer,  antelope  and  bighorn  sheep  ranges. 
These  adjustments  would  entail  the  reduction  in  spring  or  fall 
livestock  grazing  use  or  excluding  grazing  use  from  a  specific 
period(s)  of  a  grazing  year.   Season  of  use  changes  would  be  made 
after  monitoring  is  completed,  and  along  with  other  needed  grazing 
use  adjustments,  or  when  activity  plans  are  completed.   Priority 
will  be  given  to  resolving  conflicts  on  crucial  wildlife  habitat 
areas  in  poor  ecological  condition.   See  Map  3-5  (wildlife 
habitat),  Map  3-2  (ecological  condition)  and  Map  3-3  (grazing  allot- 
ments for  the  identification  of  potential  season-of-use  adjustments, 
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MUA-11   INSIDE  DESERT 


Description 


The  Inside  Desert  Area  consists  of  211,571  acres  of  federal  land,  12,938 
acres  of  state  lands,  and  844  acres  of  private  land.   The  area  is  bordered 
on  the  west  by  the  Bruneau-Sheep  Creek -Jarbidge  WSAs,  to  the  north  and  east 
by  the  East  Fork  of  the  Bruneau  River  (Clover  Creek)  and  to  the  south  by  the 
boundary  of  the  antelope  winter  range  of  the  Lower  Jarbidge  Foothills  area. 
The  terrain  is  flat  to  rolling  hills,  averaging  5000'  elevation.   Vegetation 
is  Wyoming  big  sagebrush  with  several  large  crested  wheatgrass  seedings. 
Native  grasses  are  predominantly  bottlebrush  squirreltail  and  Sandberg 
bluegrass  with  some  bluebunch  wheatgrass  and  Thurber  needlegrass.   All  or 
part  of  five  grazing  allotments  allocated  to  seven  permittees  are  included 
in  the  area.   These  are  grazed  by  cattle  and  sheep.   The  area  also  contains 
important  yearlong  antelope  range  and  sage  grouse  nesting  areas.   Several 
important  cultural  resource  sites  are  also  located  within  the  area.   The 
current  ecological  condition,  in  acres,  is: 

lExcell.l  Good  "Fair  I   Poor  ~B~urn  |  Seed  |  Spray  I  Water~| 
I   0   I  1,841120, 8931139, 244127, 872121, 1771   0   I   0   I 

Objectives 

Consider  for  transfer  from  public  ownership  1,277  acres  for  exchange 
only  (T3)  and  retain  210,294  acres  of  public  lands  in  federal  ownership. 

Issue  33,423  AUMs  of  forage  use  for  livestock  by  the  year  2005. 

Maintain  existing  vegetative  improvements. 

Improve  lands  in  poor  ecological  condition. 

Improve  big  game  habitat  to  support  350  mule  deer  and  70  antelope  in 
winter  and  200  yearlong.   Existing  populations  are  300  mule  deer  and  50 
antelope  in  winter,  100  yearlong.   Improve  2,500  acres  of  big  game  habitat 
by  2005. 
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Improve  26.1  miles  of  riparian  habitat  and  21.6  miles  of  fish  habitat  by 
2005. 

Protect  significant  cultural  resources  through  special  designation  and 
management . 

Make  available  211,571  acres  (100%)  for  energy  mineral  exploration  and 
development  and  205,491  (97%)  acres  for  nonenergy  minerals. 

Multiple  Use  and  Transfer  Area  Classes 

Acreage  classified  —  210,294  Moderate,    0    Intensive, 

0    Limited,   1,277  Transfer 

Actions 

A)  Forage  Use  Levels  (AUMs) 

20,078  Livestock  initial                0  Elk 

33,423  Livestock  20  year  73  Mule  Deer 

0  Wild  horses  54  Pronghorn 

0  Bighorn  Sheep 

B)  Preliminary  Wilderness  Recommendation  -  N/A 

C)  Lands 

1.  Utility  avoidance/restricted  area-Portion  of  24,080  acres  of  the 
Dry  Lakes /Bruneau  River  Complex  &  Post  Office  Cultural  areas 
(surface  &  underground). 

2.  Close  to  agricultural  entry  -  211,571  acres. 

D)  Motorized  Vehicle  Management  (Acres) 

202,441  open;    9,130  limited;     0     closed. 

Type  of  limitation  -  Bighorn  sheep  habitat  &  Dry  Lake  Beds/Bruneau  River 
&Post  Office  Cultural  areas  to  designated  roads  &  trails. 
Areas  closed  -  None 

E)  Minerals  Management 

211,971  acres  open  to  entry  for  leaseables 

6,080  acres  limited  on  leaseables  (Area  &  Type)  -  No  surface 

occupancy  on  Dry  Lakes  or  Post  Office  or  within  500  feet  of 

stream  banks  of  perennial  or  intermittent  streams  or  edges  of 

reservoirs. 
6,080  acres  withdrawn  from  locatable  entry  (Area)  -  Dry  Lakes/ 

Bruneau  River  Complex  &  Post  Office 

F)  Fire  Management 

Suppression  -   211,571    acres  full;  0 acres  limited 
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G)  Activity  Plans 


Fire  Mgt. ;  Multiple  Use  Activity  Plan  (see  J);  AMP  for  Allotments  1031, 
1050,  1065,  1067,  1099,  1118,  1119;  Cultural  Plans  (Post  Office  and  Dry 
Lakes  Complexes).   Review  and  update /revise  as  necessary  CRMP  1031  and 
AMP  1050. 

H)   Proposed  projects/actions  for  range,  wildlife,  cultural,  fisheries, 
riparian 
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±.'    On  areas  receiving  brush  control. 
I)   Special  Designations 


Area 

Dry  Lake  Beds/Bruneau 
River  Complex 


Type  of  Designation 

Nat'l.  Register  as  a 
Special  District 


Acres /Miles 


6,000 


J)  Other  Special  Actions  (watershed,  timber,  etc.) 

1)  Multiple  Use  Activity  Plan  to  include  grazing,  wildlife  and  fire 
management  coordination  (Set  up  Adhoc  technical/user/conservation 
group  interests  to  provide  input  into  plan) . 

2)  Develop  grazing  management  systems  on  fair  condition  range  to 
improve  to  good  or  better  condition. 

3)  Improve  ecological  condition  of  up  to  50,500  acres  of  poor  condition 
through  vegetative  treatments  (see  Map  8)  and  seeding  mixtures  that 
benefit  both  wildlife  and  livestock.   Guidance  for  prioritizing 
improvements  are  found  on  page  87.   Total  improvements  over  20 
years,  including  "H"  above,  are  shown  on  Appendix  Table  B-5C. 

4)  Fences  will  be  modified  to  allow  for  antelope  and  mule  deer  passage 
in  areas  where  wildlife  needs  are  not  being  met. 
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MUA-12  WEST  DEVIL 

Description 

The  West  Devil  area  is  bordered  on  the  north  by  the  Saylor  Creek  East 
area  (the  Balanced  Rock  and  Crows  Nest  Roads),  to  the  west  by  the  East  Fork 
of  the  Bruneau  River  (Clover  Creek),  the  Salmon  Falls  Creek  Canyon  and  Devil 
Creek  to  the  east,  and  the  Lower  Jarbidge  Foothills  area  to  the  south.   The 
area  contains  255,919  acres  of  federal,  13,789  acres  of  state,  and  13,919 
acres  of  private  land.   The  topography  is  rolling  to  flat  high  desert 
country  with  an  elevation  average  of  4500'.   Vegetation  is  Wyoming  big 
sagebrush  with  burned  areas  reseeded  to  crested  wheatgrass.   Native  grasses 
are  primarily  Sandberg  bluegrass  and  bottlebrush  squirreltail  with  some 
Thurber  needlegrass  and  bluebunch  wheatgrass.   Thirteen  permittees  graze 
cattle  and  sheep  in  all  or  part  of  18  grazing  allotments.   Antelope  and  sage 
grouse  are  found  throughout  the  area  with  mule  deer  utilizing  the  canyon 
areas.   The  southern  half  of  the  unit  is  key  year  long  antelope  habitat  and 
important  sage  grouse  brood  rearing  and  nesting  habitat.   The  area  is 
crisscrossed  with  numerous  roads  and  trails,  and  several  significant 
cultural  resource  complexes  are  found  in  the  area.   The  current  ecological 
condition,  in  acres,  is: 

lExcell.j  Good   Fair  I   Poor  ~Burn  I  Seed  I  Spray  I  Water  I 
I   0   1  1,965149, 7931123, 980149, 604123, 5181  6,756  I   16   I 

Objectives 

Consider  for  transfer  from  federal  ownership  120  acres  by  sale  (Tl),  and 
4,160  acres  for  exchange  (T3).   Retain  251,639  acres  of  public  lands  in 
federal  ownership. 

Issue  44,854  AUMs  of  forage  for  livestock  by  the  year  2005. 

Maintain  existing  vegetative  improvements;  and  initiate  vegetative 
manipulation  on  15,800  additional  acres  for  livestock. 

Improve  lands  in  poor  ecological  condition. 
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Manage  big  game  habitat  to  support  225  mule  deer  and  270  antelope. 
Existing  populations  are  150  mule  deer  and  250  antelope. 

Improve  sage  grouse  habitat  on  3,000  acres  by  the  year  2005. 

Maintain  current  condition  of  riparian  habitat  and  improve  2.0  miles  of 
fisheries  habitat  by  2005. 

Protect  3,480  acres  in  three  significant  cultural  resource  complexes 
through  special  designation  and  management. 

Make  available  255,439  acres  (99+%)  for  energy  mineral  exploration  and 
development  and  252,439  acres  (99%)  for  nonenergy  minerals.  Make  80  acres 
available  for  materials  use. 

Multiple  Use  and  Transfer  Area  Classes 

Acreage  classified  —  251,639  Moderate,    0    Intensive, 

0    Limited,   4,280  Transfer 

Actions 

A)  Forage  Use  Levels  (AUMs) 

33,650  Livestock  initial  0    Elk 

44,854  Livestock  20  year  52_  Mule  Deer 

0    Wild  horses  33  Pronghorn 


0 Bighorn  Sheep 


B)  Preliminary  Wilderness  Recommendation  -  N/A 

C)  Lands 

1.  Utility  avoidance/restricted  area  -  Portions  of  3,480  acres  of  3 
cultural  resource  complexes  -  Juniper  Ranch,  Clover  Ck. ,  Devil 
Ck. -(surface,  underground). 

2.  Close  to  agricultural  entry  -  255,919  acres. 

D)  Motorized  Vehicle  Management  (Acres) 

252,439  open;   3,480   limited;      0     closed. 

Type  of  limitation-Devil  Creek,  Juniper  Ranch  and  Clover  Creek  Cultural 

Areas  to  designated  roads  and  trails. 
Areas  closed  -  none 

E)  Minerals  Management 

255,439   acres  open  to  entry  for  leaseables 

3,480+  acres  limited  on  leaseables  (Area  &  Type)  -  No  surface 

occupancy  on  three  cultural  resource  complexes  or  within  500 
feet  of  stream  banks  of  perennial  or  intermittent  streams  or 
edges  of  reservoirs. 
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3,480+  acres  withdrawn  from  locatable  entry  (Area)  -  Cultural 
complexes  at  Juniper  Ranch,  Clover  Creek  &  Devil  Creek. 


F)  Fire  Management 

Suppression  -  255,919   acres  full; 

G)  Activity  Plans 


acres  limited 


AMP  for  Allotments  1029,  1031,  1046,  1050,  1067,  1070,  1092,  1095,  1102, 
1120,  1121,  1122,  1132,  1133,  1134,  1135,  1136;  Cultural  Management  Plan 
for  Juniper  Ranch,  Clover  Creek,  Devil  Creek;  Multiple  Use  Activity 
Plans.  Review  and  update /revise  as  necessary  AMPs  1120,  1121,  1122  and 
1123. 

H)  Proposed  projects /actions  for  range,  wildlife,  cultural,  fisheries, 
riparian 


Vegetative 

Manipulation  (acres) 

Development 

1 

Seed-I 
ings  1 

Main- 1  Brush 
tainedl Control 

Reseeding 

(#  or  miles) 

1 Replace iRehabi- 
Inter-     to    llitate 
seed    | Native  1  Exis- 
or    1  Vege-   ting 
Reseed   Itation   Burns 

Water       Land 

1  Activity 

Reser-|               1 
voirs  1           1 
or   1 Pipe-|Fenc-| 
Wells  1 lines  1  ing  I  Signs  1 

1  Range 

23,5181  4,748 

14,748  1/1 

500          1  2,500 

1  28   1  15   1 

1 Wildlife 

1  Terrestrial 
1  Aquatic 

1      1  gap  1      1 

i'  Includes  reseeding  areas  receiving  brush  control. 
I)   Special  Designations 

Area  Type  of  Designation 

Devil  Creek  Complex  Nat'l.  Register 

J)  Other  Special  Actions  (watershed,  timber,  etc.) 


Acres /Miles 
3,000 


1)  Improve  the  ecological  condition  on  up  to  43,600  acres  of  land  in 
poor  condition  through  vegetative  treatments  (see  Map  8)  and 
seedings  that  benefit  both  wildlife  and  livestock.   Guidance  for 
prioritizing  improvements  and  treatment  practices  are  found  on  page 
87.   Total  improvements  over  20  years,  including  "H"  above,  are 
shown  on  Appendix  Table  B-5C. 

2)  Fences  will  be  modified  to  allow  for  mule  deer  and  antelope  passage 
in  areas  where  wildlife  needs  are  not  being  met. 
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MUA-13  EAST  DEVIL 
Description 

The  East  Devil  area  is  bordered  by  Devil  Creek  and  the  Grassy  Hills  to 
the  west,  Salmon  Falls  Creek  Canyon  to  the  east  and  the  Lower  Jarbidge 
Foothills  to  the  south.   Topography  is  varied,  with  flat  to  rolling  terrain 
cut  by  canyons.   Elevation  averages  5000'.   Vegetation  consists  of  big 
sagebrush  and  desert  grasses  include  Sandberg  bluegrass  and  bottlebrush 
squirreltail  with  some  Thurber  needlegrass  and  bluebunch  wheatgrass  in  the 
flats  and  riparian  habitat  in  the  canyon  bottoms,  with  numerous  crested 
wheatgrass  seedings  in  burned  areas.  Twelve  permittees  graze  cattle  and 
trail  sheep  in  all  or  part  of  13  grazing  allotments.   Several  large  private 
land  blocks  in  the  northern  and  southwestern  parts  of  the  area  are  in 
agricultural  use.   Pronghorn  antelope,  mule  deer,  and  sage  grouse  are  found 
throughout  the  area  and  numerous  significant  cultural  resource  complexes  are 
found  in  the  area,  with  major  concentrations  along  Devil  Creek.   The  current 
ecological  condition,  in  acres,  is: 

lExcell.l  Good   Fair   Poor   Burn   Seed   Spray   Water~l 
I   0   I   428  I  1,784148,3961  7,547147,5101  2,347  1   24   I 

Objectives 

Consider  for  transfer  from  federal  ownership  120  acres  of  public  lands 
through  sale  (Tl).  Retain  107,916  acres  of  public  lands  in  federal 
ownership. 

Issue  20,169  AUMs  of  forage  for  livestock  by  the  year  2005. 

Maintain  existing  vegetative  improvements. 

Improve  lands  in  poor  ecological  condition. 

Manage  big  game  habitat  to  support  175  mule  deer  and  50  antelope. 
Existing  populations  are  125  mule  deer  and  25  antelope. 
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Maintain  present  areas  of  sage  grouse  nesting  habitat. 

Maintain  the  current  condition  of  riparian  habitat  and  fisheries  habitat. 

Make  108,036  acres  (100%)  available  for  energy  mineral  exploration  and 
development  and  105,036  acres  (97%)  for  nonenergy  minerals. 

Multiple  Use  and  Transfer  Area  Classes 

Acreage  classified  —  107,916  Moderate,    0    Intensive, 

0    Limited,    120   Transfer 

Actions 

A)  Forage  Use  Levels  (AUMs) 

16,772  Livestock  initial  0_  Elk 

20,169  Livestock  20  year  37_  Mule  Deer 

0  Wild  horses  8_  Pronghorn 

0  Bighorn  Sheep 

B)  Preliminary  Wilderness  Recommendation:   N/A 

C)  Lands 

1.  Utility  avoidance /restricted  area  -  Portions  of  Devil  Creek 
Complex-(surface,  underground). 

2.  Close  to  agricultural  entry  -  108,036  acres. 

D)  Motorized  Vehicle  Management  (Acres) 

105,036  open;    3,000   limited;     0     closed. 

Type  of  limitation-Devil  Creek  Complex  to  designated  roads  and  trails. 
Areas  closed  -  None 

E)  Minerals  Management 

108,036  acres  open  to  entry  for  leaseables 

3,000  acres  limited  on  leaseables  (Area  &  Type)  -  No  surface 

occupancy  within  500  feet  of  stream  banks  of  perennial  or 
intermittent  streams  or  edges  of  reservoirs. 

3,000  acres  withdrawn  from  locatable  entry  (Devil  Creek  Complex) 

F)  Fire  Management 

Suppression  -   108,036   acres  full;    0    acres  limited 
Special  actions  -  None 
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G)  Activity  Plans 

Cultural  Management  Plan  for  Devil  Creek,  AMP  for  Allotments  1022,  1092, 
1096,  1125,  1126.   Review  and  update/revise  as  necessary  AMP  1008. 

H)   Proposed  projects/actions  for  range,  wildlife,  cultural,  fisheries, 
riparian 


Vegetative  Manipulation  (acres) 

Development 

Reseeding 

(#  or  miles) 

1       1       1 Replace iRehabi- 
Seed-|       1  Inter- 1   to    llitate 
ings          seed  I Native   Exis- 
Main-|  Brush  I   or    Vege-   ting 
tained I  Control IReseed I tation   Burns 

Water       Land    I 

Activity 

Reser-I 
voirs  1      1 

or    1 Pipe-|Fenc-| 
Wells  I  lines  1  ing  1  Signs  1 

I Range 

till 
47,5101  4,848  1  3,400l       1 
1       1      1       1 
1       1  1,000 1       1   150 
1       1      1       1 

1  20   1  15   1 

I  Wildlife 

1  Terrestrial 
1  Aquatic 

1     1  gap  1     1 

I)   Special  Designations 


Area 


Devil  Creek  Complex 


Type  of  Designation 
Nat'l.  Register 


Acres /Miles 
3,000 


J)  Other  Special  Actions  (watershed,  timber,  etc.) 


1)  Improve  the  ecological  condition  on  up  to  16,360  acres  of  land  in 
poor  condition  through  vegetative  treatments  (see  Map  8)  and 
seedings  that  benefit  both  wildlife  and  livestock.   Guidance  for 
prioritizing  improvements  and  treatment  practices  are  found  on  page 
87.   Total  improvements  over  20  years,  including  "H"  above,  are 
shown  on  Appendix  Table  B-5C. 

2)  Fences  will  be  modified  to  allow  for  mule  deer  and  antelope  passage 
in  areas  where  wildlife  needs  are  not  being  met. 
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MUA-14  SALMON  FALLS  CREEK 


Description 


The  Salmon  Falls  Creek  area  is  a  30  mile  long  canyon  on  the  eastern 
boundary  of  the  resource  area.   The  Balanced  Rock  Road  forms  the  boundary  of 
the  area  on  the  north  and  the  Salmon  Falls  Creek  Dam/Reservoir  determines 
the  southern  boundary.   The  area  consists  of  2,947  acres  of  federal  lands. 
The  canyon  offers  a  unique  natural  ecosystem.   The  current  ecological 
condition,  in  acres,  is: 

lExcell.l  Good  "  Fair  """poor   Burn   Seed~  Spray  1  Water  I 
I'   0   I   0   1    0   1  2,9471   0   1   0   I   0   1   7)   1 

Objectives 

Retain  all  federal  lands  in  public  ownership  (2,947  acres). 

Improve  lands  in  poor  ecological  condition  through  natural  plant 
succession  and  removal  of  livestock. 

Manage  big  game  habitat  to  support  50  mule  deer.   Existing  population  is 
50  mule  deer. 

Improve  4.0  miles  of  riparian  habitat  by  the  year  2005. 

Protect  the  Salmon  Falls  Creek  Canyon  (rim-to-rim)  for  its  natural  and 
scenic  values  through  special  designation  and  management. 

Make  available  2,947  acres  (100%)  for  energy  minerals  and  0  acres  for 
nonenergy  minerals. 

Multiple  Use  and  Transfer  Area  Classes 

Acreage  classified  —    0    Moderate,    0    Intensive, 

2,947  Limited,    0    Transfer 


60 


The  Management  Prescription 


Actions 


A)  Forage  Use  Levels  (AUMs) 

0     Livestock  initial  0  Elk 

0     Livestock  20  year  16  Mule  Deer 

0     Wild  horses  0  Pronghorn 


0     Bighorn  Sheep 

B)  Preliminary  Wilderness  Recommendation  -  N/A 

C)  Lands 

1.  Utility  avoidance /restricted  area  -  entire  canyon  -  2,947  acres 
(overhead,  surface,  underground). 

2.  Close  to  agricultural  entry  -  2,947  acres. 

D)  Motorized  Vehicle  Management  (Acres) 

0     open;    0    limited;    2,947   closed. 

Type  of  limitation  -  Closed  to  all  motorized  vehicle  use. 
Areas  closed  -  Outstanding  Natural  Area 

E)  Minerals  Management 

2,947   acres  open  to  entry  for  leaseables 

2,947   acres  limited  on  leaseables  (Area  &  Type)  -  No  surface 
occupancy  between  canyon  rims  the  entire  length 
0     acres  withdrawn  from  loca table  entry  (area)  - 


F)  Fire  Management 

Suppression  -     2,947    acres  full;    0    acres  limited 
Special  actions  -  No  mechanical  equipment  in  canyon. 

G)  Activity  Plans 

RAMP  for  entire  area 

H)  Proposed  projects /actions  for  range,  wildlife,  cultural,  fisheries, 
riparian 

0  acres  of  existing  seeding  to  be  maintained. 

Gap  fences  are  proposed  to  improve  4.0  miles  of  riparian  habitat. 

I)  Special  Designations 

Area  Type  of  Designation         Acres /Miles 

Salmon  Falls  Ck  &  Canyon   SRMA,  Outstanding  Natural  Area   2,947/30 
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J)   Other  Special  Actions  (watershed,  timber,  etc.) 


1)   Work  with  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  determine  if  the  canyon 
contains  possible  bighorn  sheep  habitat. 


MUA-15  JARBIDGE  FOOTHILLS 

Description 

The  Jarbidge  Foothills  area  is  located  in  the  far  southeastern  portion 
of  the  resource  area  and  is  bordered  by  the  Humboldt  National  Forest  to  the 
south,  Salmon  Falls  Reservoir  and  Upper  Salmon  Falls  Creek  to  the  east,  the 
East  and  West  Devil  Creek  and  Inside  Desert  MUAs  to  the  north  and  the 
Jarbidge  River  (West  Fork)  on  the  west.   The  area  contains  205,238  acres  of 
public  lands  (182,962  acres  in  Idaho,  21,829  acres  in  Nevada);  13,063  acres 
state  lands  (Idaho),  and  71,942  acres  private  lands  (58,663  acres  Idaho, 
13,279  acres  Nevada).   The  terrain  is  mountainous,  with  elevations  ranging 
from  5500'  to  7000'.   Vegetation  varies  from  low  sagebrush  at  the  lower 
elevations  to  as pen /mahogany  and  big  sagebrush  at  the  higher  elevations. 
Major  native  perennial  grasses  are  Sandberg  bluegrass,  Idaho  fescue,  and 
bluebunch  wheatgrass.   All  or  part  of  24  allotments  are  grazed  by  cattle  and 
sheep  belonging  to  18  users. 

The  lower  elevation  areas  consist  of  the  crucial  winter  ranges  for  mule 
deer  and  pronghorn  antelope  while  the  upper  elevations  serve  as  key  habitat 
for  summering  mule  deer.   In  addition,  sage  grouse  use  this  area  extensively 
for  summer  and  fall  use.   The  uplands  provide  abundant  forbs  and  insects  for 
sage  grouse  chicks.   The  area  also  contains  the  bighorn  sheep  habitat  in  the 
Jarbidge  River  (East  Fork)  Canyon.   The  current  ecological  condition,  in 
acres,  is: 


lExcell.l  Good   Fair   Poor 

Burn   Seed 

Spray 

Water 

ID 

22,312136,084133,543157,1821 

8,190124,1591 

0 

1   703 

NV 

1   8,0011  7,9921  2,6641  1,4461 

4801  1,2461 

0 

1   0 
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Objectives 

Consider  for  transfer  from  federal  ownership  1,005  acres  through  sale  or 
exchange  (T2).  Retain  all  remaining  public  lands  (204,233  acres). 

Issue  26,466  AUMs  of  forage  for  livestock  by  the  year  2005. 

Improve  lands  in  poor  ecological  condition. 

Maintain  existing  vegetative  improvements. 

Manage  big  game  habitat  to  support  2,400  mule  deer  in  winter  and  1,285 
the  rest  of  the  year,  1,170  antelope,  and  56  bighorn  sheep.   Existing 
populations  are  1,200  mule  deer  in  winter,  995  rest  of  year;  900  antelope 
and  2  bighorns.   Protect  crucial  winter  big  game  habitat. 

Improve  4,900  acres  of  big  game  habitat  by  the  year  2005. 

Improve  4.7  miles  of  fisheries  habitat  and  9.6  miles  of  riparian  habitat 
by  the  year  2005. 

Designate  and  manage  2,653  acres  of  Salmon  Falls  Creek  as  an  SRMA  and 
4,320  acres  of  Jarbidge  River  (all  forks)  as  an  SRMA. 

Make  available  199,148  acres  (97%)  available  for  energy  mineral 
exploration  and  development  and  197,230  acres  (96%)  for  nonenergy  minerals. 
Retain  subsurface  ownership. 

Multiple  Use  and  Transfer  Area  Classes 

Acreage  classified  —  204,233  Moderate,    0    Intensive, 

0    Limited,   1,005  Transfer 

Actions 

A)  Forage  Use  Levels  (AUMs) 

25,350  Livestock  initial  See  J-l  Elk 

26,466  Livestock  20  year  439  Mule  Deer 

0  Wild  horses  132  Pronghorn 

92  Bighorn  Sheep 

B)  Preliminary  Wilderness  Recommendation  -  N/A 

C)  Lands 

1.  Utility  avoidance  area/restricted  -  Portions  of  Devil  Creek  -  1,000 
acres  and  Bruneau/ Jarbidge  River  ACEC  -  (overhead,  surface  and 
underground). 

2.  Close  to  agricultural  entry  -  205,238  acres. 

D)  Motorized  Vehicle  Management  (Acres) 

122,355  open;   82,883   limited;     0     closed. 
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Type  of  limitation-Seasonal  may  be  placed  on  over  the  snow  vehicle  on 

crucial  mule  deer  &  antelope  winter  range  if  F&G 
determines  harrassment  is  occurring.   In  portions  of 
Devil  Creek  and  in  bighorn  sheep  habitat  to 
designated  roads  and  trails. 

Areas  closed-  None 

E)  Minerals  Management 


199,355 
88,856 


8,008 


acres  open  to  entry  for  leaseables 

acres  limited  on  leaseables  (Area  &  Type)  -  No  surface 
occupancy  of  crucial  mule  deer  &  antelope  winter  range  from 
12-1  to  4-30,  antelope  fawning  range  through  6-30;  on  1,000 
acres  of  Devil  Creek  complex  year  round  &  two  SRMAs  (7,973 
acres)  or  within  500  feet  of  stream  banks  of  perennial  or 
intermittent  streams  or  edges  of  reservoirs;  bighorn  habitat 
yearlong. 

acres  withdrawn  from  locatable  entry  (Area)  -  Devil  Creek 
(1,000  acres);  bighorn  habitat/E.F.  Jarbidge  (4,320  acres); 
Deans  Site  (760  acres),  Salmon  Falls  (960  acres),  and 
reclamation  areas  (1,720  acres). 


acres  limited 


F)  Fire  Management 

Suppression  -    205,238    acres  full;    0 
Special  actions  -  See  Appendix  I 

G)  Activity  Plans 

Multiple  Use  Activity  Plan;  RAMP- Jarbidge  Forks;  RAMP-Salmon  Falls  Creek 
&  Reservoir;  AMP  for  Allotments  1024,  1027,  1047,  1050,  1067,  1070, 
1071,  1084,  1088,  1092,  1094,  1096,  1118,  1125,  1131.  Review  and 
update /revise  as  necessary  CRMP  1138  and  AMPs  1008,  1042,  1050  &  1096. 

H)  Proposed  projects /actions  for  range,  wildlife,  cultural,  fisheries, 
riparian 


Vegetative 

Manipulation  (acres) 

Development      1 

T 

Seed-| 
ings  1 

Main-|  Brush 
tainedl Control 

Reseeding 

(#  or  miles)     1 

1 Replace iRehabi- 
Inter-  1   to   llitate 
seed   I  Native   Exis- 
or     Vege-   ting 
Reseed  Itation   Burns 

Water      Land    1 

1  Activity 

Reser-| 

volrs  1     1     1     1 

or   I  Pipe- 1 Fenc- 1 
Wells  I lines  1  ing  1  Signs  1 

I Range 

24,1591   640 

1,000  1/1 

3,750           1,150 

6    20   1 

1  Wildlife 

1  Terrestrial 
1 Aquatic 
1  Riparian 

1  gap 

1     1  gap  1     1 

1/  Seed  mixture  to  benefit  both  livestock  and  wildlife 
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I)  Special  Designations 


Area  Type  of  Designation  Acres /Miles 

Devil  Creek  Complex  Nat'l.  Register  1,000 

E.F.  Jarbidge  (bighorn  habitat) /River       ACEC  8,950* 

Salmon  Falls  Upper  Ck  &  Canyon  SRMA  2,653 

Jarbidge  River  N.  Forks  SRMA  309 

*(5,993  acres  in  Idaho,  3,057  acres  in  Nevada) 

J)  Other  Special  Actions  (watershed,  timber,  etc.) 

1)  AUMs  and  habitat  will  be  provided  as  outlined  in  the  MOU  developed 
between  the  Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife,  Idaho  Department  of  Fish 
and  Game  and  the  affected  landowners. 

2)  Improve  the  ecological  condition  on  up  to  an  additional  22,850 
acres  of  land  in  poor  condition  through  the  establishment  of 
grazing  systems  and  vegetative  improvements  (see  Map  8)  to  improve 
crucial  wildlife  habitat.   Seedings  will  contain  mixtures  of 
shrubs,  forbs  and  grasses  that  will  improve  the  ecological 
condition  and  enhance  crucial  wildlife  habitat.  Guidance  for 
prioritizing  improvements  are  found  on  page  87.   Total  improvements 
over  20  years,  including  "H"  above,  are  shown  on  Appendix  Table 
B-5C. 

3)  Fences  will  be  modified  to  allow  for  antelope  and  mule  deer  passage 
in  areas  where  their  needs  are  not  being  met. 

4)  Although  specific  season-of-use  problems  have  not  been  identified, 
livestock  season-of-use  will  be  adjusted,  if  necessary,  to  resolve 
any  conflicts  on  mule  deer,  antelope  and  bighorn  sheep  ranges. 
These  adjustments  would  entail  the  reduction  in  spring  or  fall 
livestock  grazing  use  from  a  specific  period(s)  of  a  grazing  year. 
Season-of-use  changes  would  be  made  after  monitoring  is  completed, 
and  along  with  other  needed  grazing  use  adjustments,  or  when 
activity  plans  are  completed.   Priority  will  be  given  to  resolving 
conflicts  on  crucial  wildlife  habitat  areas  in  poor  ecological 
condition.   See  map  3-5  (wildlife  habitat),  map  3-2  (ecological 
condition)  and  map  3-3  (grazing  allotments)  for  the  identification 
of  potential  season-of-use  adjustment  areas. 
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MUA-16   DIAMOND  A 

Description 

The  Diamond  A  area  consists  of  97,980  acres  (74,561  Idaho,  23,246 
Nevada)  federal;  5,786  acres  state  (Idaho),  and  15,867  acres  (2,937  Idaho, 
12,930  Nevada)  private  lands.   The  area  is  bordered  by  the  Bruneau  River  to 
the  west,  the  Bruneau-Jarbidge  WSA  to  the  north,  the  West  Fork  of  the 
Jarbidge  River  to  the  east  and  the  Humboldt  National  Forest  boundary  in 
Nevada  to  the  south.   Average  elevation  is  5300'  with  higher  elevations  in 
the  southern  portion  of  the  area.   Vegetation  is  big  sagebrush-bluebunch 
wheatgrass  over  most  of  the  area.   There  are  also  extensive  areas  of  low 
sagebrush/Sandberg  bluegrass. 

The  area  contains  three  allotments  grazed  by  cattle  belonging  to  six 
users  and  also  contains  bighorn  sheep  habitat.   The  current  ecological 
condition,  in  acres,  is: 


1     lExcell. 

Good   Fair   Poor  1 

Burn   Seed 

Spray 

Water 

1  ID   1,584 

1,628116,265145,9731 

7,3291    0 

1   0 

1    0 

1  NV     116 

113,4211  7,6511  2,0581 

01   0 

1    0 

1    0 

Objectives 

Consider  for  transfer  from  public  ownership  280  acres  through  sales  or 
exchange  (T2).   Retain  all  remaining  public  lands  (97,700  acres)  in  federal 
ownership. 

Issue  10,996  AUMs  of  forage  for  livestock  by  the  year  2005. 

Implement  vegetative  manipulation  on  14,000  acres. 

Improve  lands  in  poor  ecological  condition. 

Manage  big  game  habitat  to  support  1,780  mule  deer  in  winter  and  820  the 
remainder  of  the  year,  151  antelope,  and  100  bighorns.   Existing  populations 
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are  1,475  mule  deer  in  winter,  520  rest  of  year;  140  antelope  and  2 
bighorns.   Protect  all  crucial  big  game  winter  habitat. 

Protect  the  scenic  and  recreational  values  of  15  miles  of  the  Bruneau 
River  through  special  designation  and  management. 

Improve  1,350  acres  of  bighorn  habitat. 

Maintain  current  condition  of  riparian  habitat. 

Make  available  97,926  acres  (99+%)  available  for  energy  mineral 
exploration  and  development  and  93,606  acres  (96%)  for  nonenergy  minerals. 
Permit  no  surface  occupancy  during  winter  periods. 

Multiple  Use  and  Transfer  Area  Classes 

Acreage  classified  —  97,700  Moderate,    0    Intensive, 

0    Limited,    280   Transfer 

Actions 

A)  Forage  Use  Levels  (AUMs) 

8,206  Livestock  initial  See  J-l  Elk 

10,996  Livestock  20  year  541  Mule  Deer 

0  Wild  horses  15  Pronghorn 

164  Bighorn  Sheep 

B)  Preliminary  Wilderness  Recommendation  -  N/A 

C)  Lands 

1.  Utility  avoidance /restricted  area  -  Bruneau-Jarbidge  River  ACEC 
(4,320  acres)  and  Bruneau  Wild  &  Scenic  River  (4,560  acres)- 
(overhead,  surface  and  underground). 

2.  Close  to  agricultural  entry  -  97,980  acres. 

D)  Motorized  Vehicle  Management  (Acres) 

14,267  open;   83,713  limited;     0     closed. 

Type  of  limitation  -  Seasonal  may  be  placed  on  over  the  snow  vehicles  on 

big  game  crucial  winter  range  if  F&G  determines 
harrassment  is  occurring.   Bighorn  sheep  habitat  - 
to  designated  roads  and  trails. 

Areas  closed  - 

E)  Minerals  Management 

93,606   acres  open  to  entry  for  leaseables 
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83,713   acres  limited  on  leaseables  (Area  &  Type)  -  No  surface 

occupancy  on  crucial  deer /antelope  habitat  from  12-1  to  4-30, 
antelope  fawning  range  through  6-30;  or  within  500  feet  of 
stream  banks  of  perennial  or  intermittent  streams  or  edges  of 
reservoirs;  bighorn  habitat  yearlong. 
4,534   acres  withdrawn  from  locatable  entry  (Area)  -  bighorn  habitat 
including  Jarbidge  Forks  and  Doves  Creek  (4,320  acres), 
Jarbidge  Columns  (160  acres),  other  areas  (54  acres). 

F)  Fire  Management 

Suppression  -    97,980    acres  full;    0    acres  limited 
Special  actions  -  See  Appendix  I. 

G)  Activity  Plans 

RAMP- Jarbidge  Fork,  AMP  for  Allotments  1021,  1077,  1102.  Review  and 
update/revise  as  necessary  CRMP  1021. 

H)  Proposed  projects /actions  for  range,  wildlife,  cultural,  fisheries, 
riparian 


Vegetative  Manipulation  (acres) 

Development      1 

Reseeding 

(#  or  miles) 

1       1        I Replace iRehabi- 
Seed-|        Inter-  1   to   llitate 
ings  1          seed   I  Native  1  Exis- 
Main-|  Brush  1   or     Vege-   ting 
tainedl Control I  Reseed  Itation   Burns 

Water       Land 

Activity 

Reser-| 

voirs  1     1     1     1 

or   I Pipe-|Fenc-| 
Wells  1 lines  1  ing  1  Signs  1 

1 Range 

8,000  16,000  1/1 

1,150 

1  15   1  15   1 

1  Wildlife 

1  Terrestrial 

1/  Seed  mixture  to  benefit  both  livestock  and  wildlife. 

I)  Special  Designations 

Area  Type  of  Designation   Acres /Miles 

Bruneau- Jarbidge  River  Bighorn  Habitat         ACEC         16,087 
Jarbidge  Forks  SRMA  4,011 

Bruneau  River  Wild  &  Scenic  River    4,560/15 

J)  Other  Special  Actions  (watershed,  timber,  etc.) 

1)  AUMs  and  habitat  will  be  provided  as  outlined  in  the  MOU  developed 
between  the  Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife,  Idaho  Department  of  Fish 
and  Game  and  the  affected  property  owners. 

2)  Improve  the  ecological  condition  on  up  to  an  additional  16,600 
acres  of  lands  in  poor  condition  through  the  establishment  of 
grazing  systems  and  vegetative  improvements  (see  Map  8)  to  improve 
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crucial  wildlife  habitat.   Seedings  will  contain  mixtures  of  shrubs, 
forbs  and  grasses  that  will  improve  the  ecological  condition  and 
enhance  crucial  wildlife  habitat.   Guidance  for  prioritizing 
improvements  are  found  on  page  87.   Total  improvements  over  20 
years,  including  "H"  above,  are  shown  on  Appendix  Table  B-5C. 

3)  Fences  will  be  modified  to  allow  for  antelope  and  mule  deer  passage 
in  areas  where  their  needs  are  not  being  met. 

4)  Although  specific  season-of-use  problems  have  not  been  identified, 
livestock  season-of-use  will  be  adjusted,  if  necessary,  to  resolve 
any  conflicts  on  mule  deer,  antelope  and  bighorn  sheep  ranges. 
These  adjustments  would  entail  the  reduction  in  spring  or  fall 
livestock  grazing  use  from  a  specific  period(s)  of  a  grazing  year. 
Season-of-use  changes  would  be  made  after  monitoring  is  completed, 
and  along  with  other  needed  grazing  use  adjustments,  or  when 
activityplans  are  completed.   Priority  will  be  given  to  resolving 
conflicts  on  crucial  wildlife  habitat  areas  in  poor  ecological 
condition.   See  map  3-5  (wildlife  habitat),  map  3-2  (ecological 
condition)  and  map  3-3  (grazing  allotments)  for  the  identification 
of  potential  season-of-use  adjustment  areas. 


Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 


This  plan  recommends  ACEC  designation  for  three  of  the  four  areas  which 
met  the  criteria  (of  relevance  and  importance)  to  be  considered  for  ACEC 
designations  (Hagerman  Paleontologic  Area;  Sand  Point  Paleontologic, 
Geologic,  and  Cultural  Area;  and  the  Bruneau/Jarbidge  River  ACEC).   The 
fourth  area,  Salmon  Falls  Creek  and  Canyon  is  recommended  to  be  a  Special 
Recreation  Multiple  Use  Area  -  Outstanding  Natural  Area.   The  ACECs  are  shown 
on  Map  5.   The  following  summarizes  the  description  and  special  management 
requirements  for  the  three  ACECs  proposed  in  the  RMP.  Additional  information 
and  detailed  writeups  are  available  at  the  Boise  District  BLM  Office. 


NAME:   THE  HAGERMAN  PALEONTOLOGIC  AREA  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN 

Management  Objectives 

The  primary  objective  of  the  ACEC  is  to  protect  the  paleontologic 
resources  and  their  associated  geologic  setting  from  destruction  and  loss 
and  to  allow  for  professional  research  and  collecting. 

The  secondary  objective  is  to  insure  that  the  scenic,  recreational, 
cultural,  and  wildlife  values  are  maintained. 


69 


Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan 

Description  (Including  Relevance  and  Importance) 

Site  Description 

The  Hagerman  Paleontologic  ACEC  would  encompass  4,394  acres  that  are 
located  in  southwestern  Idaho  along  the  west  side  of  the  Snake  River  approxi- 
mately 2  miles  west-southwest  of  Hagerman,  Idaho.   All  of  the  lands  involved 
are  public  domain  administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  except 
one  section  which  is  state  land  managed  by  BLM.   The  Hagerman  Local  Fauna 
consists  of  diatom,  mollusk,  fish,  amphibian,  reptile,  bird,  and  mammal 
fossils  of  Pliocene  age  (5.3  to  1.67  Mybp).  More  specifically,  they  are  the 
Blancan  Land  Mammal  Age  (3.5  to  1.9  Mybp)  Kurten  and  Anderson,  1980).   The 
fauna  assemblage  present  is  one  of  "the  most  nearly  complete  successions  of 
Blancan  local  fauna  known..."  (Kurten  and  Anderson,  1980).   It  is  also 
considered  to  be  the  richest  locality  known.   Materials  recovered  from 
Hagerman  can  be  measured  in  terms  of  tons  and  thousands  of  specimens.   Other 
resource  values  include  a  portion  of  the  Oregon  Trail  which  crosses  the 
southern  part  of  the  area.   The  adjacent  Snake  River  is  habitat  for  the 
white  sturgeon,  a  "species  of  concern"  and  the  shoshone  sculpins,  the  only 
fish  species  in  Idaho  that  has  been  nominated  for  federal  protection  as  a 
rare  and  endangered  species.   This  section  of  the  river  is  also  an  important 
resting  and  nesting  area  for  waterfowl  and  other  bird  species  such  as  the 
Canada  goose.   This  locality  also  has  special  scenic  values,  and  is  managed 
as  a  Class  I  visual  area. 

Relevance 

The  Hagerman  ACEC  is  considered  relevant  as  part  of  a  natural  system  or 
process  based  on  the  existence  of  an  exceptionally  rich  deposit  of  fossils 
of  scientific  interest  that  record  past  natural  systems  and  earth  processes 
and  have  high  value  for  expanding  scientific  knowledge  and  education.   The 
paleontologic  specimens  and  sites  at  Hagerman  meet  the  "scientific  values" 
criteria  of  Section  102  of  FLPMA  and  the  "natural  system  or  processes" 
criteria  of  Section  103  of  FLPMA. 

Importance 

The  Hagerman  fossils  and  fossil  localities  have  a  highly  significant 
scientific  interest  as  evidenced  by  the  extensive  literature  published. 
Vertebrate  fossils  in  general  are  unique  and  rare  in  the  fossil  record. 
Certain  fossils  found  at  Hagerman  are  even  rarer  (complete  "horse  skeletons", 
fossil  bird  bones,  an  almost  complete  fossil  Emydid  Turtle,  and  others). 
The  materials  present  are  in  general  particularly  well  preserved  specimens 
of  a  fragile,  rare,  and  irreparable  resource  that  is  sensitive  and  vulnerable 
to  loss  and  destruction.   The  fossil  assemblage  is  unusual  in  its  quality, 
quantity,  and  diversity  when  compared  to  other  major  fossil  localities  of 
Blancan  Age.   Important  new  data  on  evolutionary  trends,  the  development  of 
biological  communities  in  the  history  of  life  and  the  interaction  between 
organisms  has  been  obtained  from  the  study  of  Hagerman  and  its  associated 
fauna.   The  site  has  international  significance  because  of  the  information 
gained  on  cenozoic  biostratigraphy,  paleontologic-climatology,  paleo- 
zoography,  paleoecology,  and  the  understanding  of  evolution  of  certain 
lineages.   The  site  has  been  designated  as  a  National  Natural  Landmark  and 
qualifies  as  a  Research  Natural  Area. 
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Causes  for  Concern 

Various  forces  are  presently  adversely  impacting  this  internationally 
significant  paleontologic  area.   These  include  grazing,  private  collecting, 
off  road  vehicle  (ORV)  use,  farming  trespass  including  road  building  and 
irrigation  lines,  and  severe  erosional  problems  related  to  the  irrigation 
practices  and  poor  road  design. 

Special  Management  Requirements 

Prevent  agricultural  trespass  including  irrigation  lines. 

No  surface  disturbing  activities  will  be  allowed  unless  they  are  directly 
related  to  studies  or  research  pertinent  to  the  Paleontologic  Resource  and 
its  associated  geologic  setting,  or,  unless  they  can  be  mitigated  in  such  a 
way  as  to  maximize  the  information  gained  on  the  Paleontologic  Resource  and 
its  associated  geologic  setting. 

Any  surface  disturbance  allowed  must  be  mitigated  to  blend  with  the 
existing  topography  and  visual  aspects  of  the  site  so  as  to  be  substantially 
unnoticeable.   If  this  is  not  economically  or  practically  feasible,  the 
surface  disturbance  will  not  be  allowed. 

Withdraw  all  lands  needed  to  protect  paleotologic  values  from  all  types 
of  land  disposals. 

Minimize  accelerated  erosion  caused  by  water  and  insure  that  the 
vegetative  cover  is  maintained  to  minimize  wind  erosion. 

Prevent  sediment  discharge  into  the  Snake  River. 

Disallow  any  new  buildings  on  the  site  unless  they  are  directly  related 
to  the  preservation  or  interpretation  of  the  site. 

Disallow  any  use  that  causes  the  destruction  of  paleontologic  specimens. 

Obtain  those  lands  necessary  to  insure  that  the  paleontologic  resource 
is  maintained  and  managed  in  a  secure  setting. 

Close  the  Landmark  to  grazing  use. 

Close  the  area  to  ORV  use. 

Compatible /incompatible  Uses 

Hunting  and  fishing  are  compatible  uses.   The  use  of  the  area  for 
paleontologic  materials  collection  by  professionals  is  also  compatible. 

The  present  ORV  use  of  the  site  is  an  incompatible  use. 

Cattle  grazing  on  the  site  is  incompatible. 
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NAME;   THE  SAND  POINT  PALEONTOLOGIC,  GEOLOGIC  AND  CULTURAL  RESOURCE  AREA 
OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN 

Management  Objectives 

The  primary  objective  of  this  ACEC  is  to  protect  the  paleontologic  and 
cultural  resources  on  the  site  from  destruction  and  loss. 

The  secondary  objective  is  to  protect  the  geologic  features  present  and 
to  insure  that  the  scenic  and  wildlife  values  are  maintained. 

Description  (Including  Relevance  and  Importance) 

Site  Description 

The  Sand  Point  Paleontologic,  Geologic,  and  Cultural  Resource  ACEC  will 
consist  of  814.5  acres  located  in  southwestern  Idaho  along  the  Snake  River, 
one  mile  south  of  Hammett,  Idaho.   While  the  ACEC  will  be  managed  primarily 
for  its  paleontologic,  geologic,  and  cultural  resource  values,  it  also 
includes  habitat  for  the  long-billed  curlew,  a  state  classified  sensitive 
species,  and  the  bald  eagle,  an  endangered  species.   The  adjacent  section  of 
the  Snake  River  is  prime  white  sturgeon  habitat,  a  "species  of  special 
concern"  for  the  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game.   The  Sand  Point  locality 
is  also  quite  scenic  and  is  managed  as  a  Class  I  visual  area.  All  of  the 
lands  involved  are  public  domain  administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management . 

Relevance 

The  proposed  Sand  Point  ACEC  is  considered  to  be  relevant  as  part  of  a 
natural  system  or  process,  based  on  the  existence  of  an  important  geologic 
feature  of  the  Glenn's  Ferry  Formation  and  the  existence  of  important 
paleontologic  localities  and  materials.  The  site  is  also  relevant  based  on 
the  presence  of  important  cultural  values.  This  is  based  on  the  presence  of 
an  archaeologically  significant  area  of  prehistoric  Indian  habitation  (that 
is  presently  being  endangered  by  mining  activity)  the  presence  of  the 
Historic  Medbury  Ferry  crossing  and  a  section  of  the  Oregon  National 
Historic  Trail. 

Importance 

Paleontologic  Resource  -  The  Sand  Point  Local  Fauna  consists  of  mollusk, 
fish  and  mammal  fossils  three  million  years  old  (Conrad,  1980).  Minnows  and 
mammals  are  common  (Smith  et  al. ,  1982).   The  mammal  assemblage 
present  includes  muskrat,  horse,  proboscidian,  pocket  gophers,  rabbits  and 
voles  (Smith  et  al.,  1982).   The  fish  species  is  in  itself  highly  relevant 
and  significant  as  it  represents  the  most  advanced  and  last  occurrence  of  a 
diversity  of  minnows,  suckers,  sculpins,  catfish  and  sunfish  never  again 
seen  in  western  North  America  (Smith  et  al. ,  1982).   Sand  Point  is  the  type 
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locality  for  a  new  species  of  microtine  rodent  first  reported  by  Hibbard  in 
1959.  The  locality  also  represents  the  easternmost  occurrence  of  fossil 
fish  of  Mylocheilus  spp.,  Idadon  spp.,  and  the  sculpin  species  (Smith, 
1975).  The  locality  is  stratigraphically  180  meters  above  Hagerman  and  is 
stratigraphically  below  such  faunal  localities  as  Chalk  Flat,  Flat  Iron 
Butte,  and  Grand  View  which  are  all  located  further  to  the  west  and  are 
considered  to  be  younger  faunal  assemblages.   This  intermediate 
stratigraphic,  geographic  and  paleontologic  position  is  an  important  aspect 
of  Sand  Point  (Conrad,  1980).  Many  different  paleontologic  articles  have 
been  published  which  deal  with  the  Sand  Point  local  fauna. 

Geologic  Resource  -  Within  the  Hagerman-Glenns  Ferry  area  there  are  only 
two  localities  which  have  fluviatile  sediments  primarily  composed  of  brownish 
gray,  thick  bedded  sands  with  minor  amounts  of  interbedded  silt  and  clay. 
The  Sand  Point  fluviatile  facies,  and  the  fluvial  depositional  environment 
in  general,  has  the  smallest  areal  extent  within  the  region  of  the  Glenns 
Ferry  Formation.  An  integral  part  of  the  study  of  any  sedimentary  formation 
is  the  development  of  stratigraphic  sections,  paleomagnetic  sections,  fossil 
localities  and  the  dating  of  ash  beds  if  present.   The  Sand  Point  locality 
has  been  used  for  all  of  the  above  purposes  and  is  therefore  an  important 
and  relevant  part  of  the  study  of  the  Glenns  Ferry  Formation. 

The  study  of  the  Glenns  Ferry  Formation  is  important  and  relevant  with 
more  than  local  significance  because  of  its  use  in  determining  the  drainage 
of  this  part  of  western  North  America  previous  to  the  capture  of  the  Snake 
River  through  Hells  Canyon  and  in  determining  cenozoic  paleontologic- 
geography  and  biogeography. 

Cultural  Resource  -  Sand  Point  contains  a  prehistoric  habitation  site 
which  stretches  approximately  1/2  mile  along  the  bank  of  the  Snake  River. 
The  site  has  been  identified  as  significant  by  the  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer.  A  section  of  the  Oregon  Trail  traverses  the  area  and 
a  historic  ferry  crossing  (Medbury  Ferry)  is  also  located  within  the 
proposed  ACEC. 

These  resources  are  important  because  they  are  located  on  one  of  the 
very  few  stretches  of  BLM  managed  land  in  the  resource  area  on  the  Snake 
River  Terrace,  and  therefore  represent  one  of  the  few  opportunities  for 
federal  protection  of  a  cultural  resource  site  which  has  been  destroyed  in 
other  locals  through  agricultural,  domestic  and  livestock  use. 

The  cultural  resources  are  critical  because  of  their  susceptibility  to 
damage  by  vandalism,  erosion  and  mineral  extraction. 

Causes  for  Concern 

Two  mining  claims  affect  the  cultural  site  located  within  the  ACEC. 
These  claims  directly  endanger  the  site.   If  mining  activity  continues  in 
this  area,  the  site  may  be  completely  destroyed. 

The  fossil  localities  are  located  in  sediments  that  are  unconsolidated, 
on  oversteepened  slopes  and  subject  to  the  water  related  problems  presently 
occurring  at  Hagerman.   The  lava  flow  near  the  top  of  the  rim  may  act  as  a 
collector  for  the  excess  water  applied  to  the  proposed  farm  project  on  the 
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tableland  above  this  area.   If  this  occurs,  the  water  may  discharge  over  the 
lava  flow  where  it  outcrops  at  the  rim.   Severe  erosion  could  occur  as  it 
has  at  Hagerman.   Direct  surface  discharge  of  irrigation  lines  could  also 
cause  severe  gullying. 

Special  Management  Requirements 

Prevent  agricultural  trespass,  including  irrigation  lines. 

No  surface  disturbing  activities  on  the  site  will  be  allowed  unless  they 
are  directly  related  to  studies  or  research  on  the  cultural,  paleontologic, 
or  geological  resources  present  or,  unless  they  can  be  mitigated  in  such  a 
way  as  to  maximize  the  information  gained  on  the  cultural,  paleontologic 
and/or  geological  resource  impacted. 

Any  surface  disturbance  allowed  must  be  mitigated  to  blend  with  the 
existing  topography  and  visual  aspects  of  the  site  so  as  to  be  substantially 
unnoticeable.   If  this  is  not  economically  or  practically  feasible,  the 
surface  disturbance  will  not  be  allowed. 

Withdraw  the  lands  from  locatable  mineral  location  and  all  types  of  land 
disposals. 

Obtain  an  easement,  through  the  private  lands  that  the  access  road 
traverses,  to  insure  access  to  the  site. 

Prevent  water  erosion  on  the  site  and  insure  that  vegetative  cover  is 
maintained  to  minimize  wind  erosion. 

Prevent  sediment  discharge  from  entering  the  Snake  River. 

No  new  buildings  shall  be  allowed  on  the  site  unless  the  structure  is 
directly  related  to  the  preservation  or  interpretation  of  the  site. 

Compatible /Incompatible  Uses 

The  existing  mining  claims  are  incompatible  with  the  purposes  of  this 
ACEC.   The  BLM  will  continue  to  monitor  the  mining  activity  and  work  with 
the  miners  to  mitigate  the  impacts.  A  determination  of  the  miners  valid 
existing  rights  will  be  made  by  the  end  of  FY-87. 

Any  development  on  the  tableland  above  the  rim  that  would  cause  erosion 
on  the  site  would  be  incompatible  with  the  purposes  of  this  ACEC.   The  lands 
involved  with  this  ACEC  and  already  declared  as  suitable  for  Carey  Act 
development  will  be  considered  as  unsuitable  and  the  lands  involved  will  be 
retained  in  public  ownership. 

This  is  necessary  to  meet  the  requirement  of  having  a  boundary  of 
adequate  size  and  configuration  to  insure  that  the  necessary  special 
management  attention  can  be  provided  in  a  secure  setting. 
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Existing  uses  of  the  site  for  hunting  and  fishing  are  compatible  uses. 
The  use  of  the  site  for  paleontologic  materials  collection  by  professionals 
is  also  compatible. 

Motorized  vehicle  use  off  of  the  existings  roads  is  incompatible. 


NAME;   BRUNEAU/JARBIDGE  RIVER  -  AN  AREA  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN 
FOR  BIGHORN  SHEEP  HABITAT  AND  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

Management  Objectives 

Protect  and  enhance  80,994  acres  of  California  bighorn  sheep  habitat  in 
the  West  Fork  of  the  Bruneau  River  and  the  Jarbidge  River  system  and  3,117 
acres  of  the  Arch  Canyon  area. 

Protect,  maintain,  or  improve  bighorn  sheep  habitat  to  a  good  ecological 
condition  class. 

Protect  and  maintain  the  cultural,  geologic,  scenic,  and  natural  values 
present  in  the  area. 

Description  (including  Relevance  and  Importance) 

Site  Description 

This  84,111  acre  area  has  numerous  rugged,  deep  canyons  which  provide 
high  quality  habitat  for  California  bighorn  sheep,  have  exceptional  scenic 
and  natural  qualities,  and  contain  valuable  cultural  sites.   This  area  is 
within  portions  of  MUA  10,  11,  15,  and  16  in  the  southwest  part  of  the 
Jarbidge  Resource  Area.   See  Map  5  for  location. 

The  two  river  canyons  and  small  side  canyons  offer  rugged  high  quality 
habitat  for  California  bighorn  sheep.   In  December  of  1982,  12  California 
bighorns  were  transplanted  to  the  West  Fork  of  the  Bruneau  River.   This 
initial  transplant  consisted  of  10  ewes  and  2  rams.   Five  lambs  were  counted 
by  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  in  1983.   IDF&G  has  planned  to  supplement  this 
initial  transplant  with  25  additional  sheep  in  1984. 

During  the  same  1983  transplant,  IDF&G  delivered  bighorns  to  the  Nevada 
Department  of  Wildlife  for  transplant  in  Nevada  on  the  East  Fork  of  the 
Jarbidge  River.   Twelve  sheep  were  released.   Three  or  four  of  the  original 
transplant  were  observed  in  the  Jarbidge  Wilderness  during  the  summer  of 
1983.  An  unknown  number  of  these  sheep  were  killed  by  mountain  lions.   One 
radio  collared  ewe  with  lamb  moved  to  the  mouth  of  the  Jarbidge  River. 

One  of  the  most  interesting  side  canyons  on  the  Jarbidge  River  is  Arch 
Canyon.   It  holds  a  variety  of  topographic  features,  numerous  cultural 
sites,  and  a  rich  plant  community.   The  lower  part  of  the  canyon  is  rugged 
and  protected  from  grazing.   Two  natural  stone  arches  and  the  high 
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sculptured  walls  create  a  maze-like  passage.   The  "Arch"  is  really  a  natural 
bridge  since  Cougar  Creek  flows  through  the  holes  in  the  process  of  creating 
the  bridge,  an  entrenched  meander  was  cut  off  and  left  high  and  dry.   The 
typical  geological  term  in  the  southwest  for  this  feature  is  a  rincon. 
Caves,  large  and  small,  are  found  along  the  cliffs.   The  canyon  creates  a 
cool  shady  microclimate  that  encourages  ferns  and  mosses.   The  cool 
fern-covered  walls  are  a  striking  contrast  to  the  hot  dry  lands  above.  Arch 
Canyon  provides  habitat  for  two  sensitive  species:  California  bighorn  and 
Bailey's  Ivy.   It  contains  some  of  the  region's  best  stratified 
archaeological  sites.  Arch  Canyon,  the  East  Fork  Jarbidge  River  Canyon,  and 
other  side  canyons  offer  outstanding  scenic  values,  as  well  as  being  unique 
natural  areas  in  their  own  right. 

Relevance 

The  Bruneau/Jarbidge  River  ACEC  is  considered  relevant  as  part  of  a 
natural  system  or  process,  based  on  the  existence  of  bighorn  sheep  habitat, 
and  important  geologic,  scenic,  natural,  and  cultural  values. 

Importance 

Bighorn  Sheep  Habitat  -  Fewer  than  4,000  California  bighorns  exist  in 
the  United  States.   The  entire  world  population  of  California  bighorns  is 
limited  to  about  6,000  animals.  Maintenance  of  existing  populations  and  the 
reestablishment  of  other  populations  is  needed  to  ensure  the  continued 
existence  of  these  bighorns.   Protection  of  bighorn  sheep  habitat  has  been 
identified  as  a  major  concern  by  the  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game, 
various  state  and  national  environmental  organizations  as  well  as  numerous 
individuals  during  the  development  of  the  Owyhee  and  Bruneau  MFPs  and 
associated  grazing  EISs,  as  well  as  the  Jarbidge  RMP/EIS. 

Bighorns  generally  avoid  using  areas  where  concentrations  of  other 
ungulates  (cattle,  horses,  sheep,  deer,  antelope,  etc.)  occur.  Bighorns 
restrict  their  habitat  use  to  areas  of  less  disturbance.  These  habitat 
constrictions  can  cause  temporary  forage  overuse  and  intraspecific  stress, 
or  both.   The  result  is  a  lower  carrying  capacity.   If  the  carrying  capacity 
is  reduced  too  far,  the  insidious  effects  of  inbreeding  can  result  in  total 
loss  of  the  population.   Mitigating  measures  can  be  utilized  on  a  site 
specific  basis  to  reduce  or  eliminate  these  adverse  effects. 

Bighorns  also  avoid  contact  with  people.   Close  proximity  to  the 
population  centers  of  southwest  Idaho  results  in  numerous  and  increasing 
human  visits  to  the  Bruneau /Jarbidge  River  area.   Increasing  numbers  of 
humans  rafting  the  river  complex  increase  the  chance  of  driving  sheep  from 
prime  to  marginal  habitat.   In  addition  to  hunting,  rafting,  and  fishing, 
there  is  a  moderate  amount  of  human  activity  tied  to  the  bighorns 
themselves.   Photographers  interested  in  photographing  bighorns  hike  and 
backpack  into  the  area.  This  causes  additional  disturbance  to  the  sheep. 
If  the  level  of  disturbance  increases  significantly  above  current  levels, 
the  sheep  population  may  decline. 

Maintenance  of  suitable  bighorn  habitat  in  this  area  is  dependent  upon 
maintaining  an  adequate  high  quality  food  supply  and  limiting  the  amount  of 
disturbance  from  people,  vehicles,  livestock,  or  other  activities. 
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California  bighorn  sheep  have  been  designated  as  a  "sensitive  species." 
"Sensitive  species"  refers  to  wildlife  species  which  have  been  officially 
designated  by  the  BLM  and  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  through  a 
Memorandum  of  Understanding.   They  are  species  for  which  special  management 
considerations  are  necessary  to  ensure  their  continued  existence.   Although 
these  species  are  not  in  as  much  jeopardy  as  endangered  or  threatened 
species,  further  population  declines  or  habitat  determination  may  result  in 
the  more  restrictive  listings. 

Cultural  Resources  -  The  entire  river  complex  is  rich  in  cultural 
resources.  These  resources  are  important  because  most  are  protected  sites 
in  rock  shelters  and  caves  which  contain  stratified  deposits.   This  is  in 
sharp  contrast  to  the  thin  lithic  scatters  which  account  for  99%  of  the 
sites  in  the  region.  The  cultural  resources  are  critical  because  they  are 
susceptible  to  damage  by  "potters,"  (illegal  artifact  thieves).   Special 
protective  management  is  necessary  because  at  present  about  80%  of  the  caves 
have  been  "potted"  and  partially  damaged,  and  20%  of  the  values  have  been 
destroyed.   If  vandalism  continues,  the  destruction  could  be  complete. 

Geologic  Values  -  Much  of  the  river  canyon  complex,  especially  Arch 
Canyon,  is  characterized  by  rhyolite  flows.   This  material  through  erosion 
often  forms  tall  thin  spires  of  rock  called  hoodoos.   The  hoodoos  are  well 
developed  in  Arch  Canyon  giving  it  a  highly  scenic  and  inspiring  aspect. 

Scenic  and  Natural  Values  -  Scenic  values  are  recognized  as  important  by 
the  Department  of  Interior.  Of  the  total  121  miles  of  the  Jarbidge  and 
Bruneau  Rivers  that  is  recommended  for  Wild  and  Scenic  designation, 
approximately  90%  is  included  within  the  proposed  ACEC  boundary.  Most  of 
the  ACEC  is  within  a  wilderness  study  area  which  is  classed  as  a  Visual 
Class  I  area.  The  southern  portion  of  the  ACEC  is  managed  as  a  Visual  Class 
II  area.  As  mentioned  above,  the  natural  geology  of  the  area  has  created 
very  distinctive  and  spectacular  scenic  canyons.   In  addition,  the 
naturalness  of  many  of  these  canyons  contributes  to  the  area's  scenic 
quality.   For  instance,  the  maze-like  canyon  below  the  arches  in  Arch  Canyon 
represents  a  significant  natural  system.  It  has  never  been  grazed  and 
harbors  sensitive  plants.   The  unusual  degree  of  solitude  and  naturalness 
found  in  this  area  is  a  significant  factor  in  why  the  area  is  such  a  high 
quality  habitat  for  bighorn  sheep. 

It  is  unique  among  the  Jarbidge  side  canyons  for  its  perennial  water  and 
cool  moist  exposures.   It  is  the  eastern  limit  of  the  Pacific  tree  frog. 

There  are  three  distinct  vegetation  types  in  the  canyon.   These  are 
unusual  fern-covered  caves,  the  common  sage-grass  associations  and  areas  of 
riparian  vegetation.  The  fern-covered  caves,  located  in  the  middle  of  the 
desert,  are  a  disjunct  community  of  regional  significance.  Thousand  Springs 
previously  was  a  larger  example  of  this  community  but  it  is  rapidly  being 
eliminated  by  development.   Two  prominent  species  in  Arch  Canyon  are  (1) 
Lady  fern  (Athryium  felix-famina  (L.)  Roth)  and  (2)  a  flowering  plant  on  the 
Idaho  list  of  sensitive  species,  Bailey's  ivy  (Ivesia  baleyii).   By 
preserving  this  undisturbed  area  of  prime  habitat,  detailed  evaluation  of 
effects  of  development  in  similar  habitats  may  be  unnecessary. 
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The  East  Fork  of  the  Jarbidge  River  is  also  a  unique  natural  area  that 
is  a  good  example  of  the  transition  zone  between  the  Great  Basin  and 
Columbia  Provinces.   Much  of  the  river  canyon  and  upper  foothills  are  in 
good  and  excellent  ecological  condition. 

Special  Management  Requirements 

The  following  special  management  measures  will  be  undertaken  to  protect 
the  existing  and  potential  bighorn  sheep  habitat  areas  and  the  scenic  and 
natural  values  within  the  area. 

1.  The  management  priority  for  the  canyons  is  for  bighorns  and  other 
wildlife.  Where  necessary  to  prevent  livestock  access  to  canyons, 
livestock  management  measures  (i.e.,  salting  or  fencing)  will  be 
implemented. 

2.  Livestock  water  sources  will  not  be  developed  within  one  mile  of  bighorn 
sheep  habitat  unless  adverse  effects  can  be  mitigated. 

3.  No  conversions  from  cattle  to  sheep  will  be  allowed  in  allotments 
containing  bighorn  sheep  habitat,  unless  a  satisfactory  separation  can 
be  maintained  by  fences  or  topographic  features. 

4.  Retain  public  lands  within  bighorn  habitat,  unless  a  proposed  exchange 
would  result  in  the  acquisition  of  higher  quality  habitat. 

5.  Maintain  the  current  low  level  of  human  disturbance  in  bighorn  habitat 
by  not  constructing  or  upgrading  any  roads  that  would  lead  to  or 
encourage  human  disturbance  in  bighorn  habitat. 

6.  No  surface  occupancy  will  be  allowed  for  oil  and  gas  and  geothermal 
exploration  or  development  within  the  habitat  area. 

7.  The  area  will  be  recommended  for  withdrawal  from  the  1872  mining  laws. 

8.  Activities  or  developments  which  would  impair  the  scenic  quality  of  the 
area  would  not  be  allowed.   The  area  will  be  managed  as  VRM  Class  I  or 
II  with  the  canyon  system  as  the  Key  Observation  Point. 

9.  Motorized  vehicle  use  would  be  allowed  only  on  designated  roads  and 
trails. 

Compatible  and  Incompatible  Uses 

Existing  primitive  recreation  uses  of  the  river  canyon  complex  are 
compatible  uses. 

ORV  use,  livestock  use,  utility  corridor  use,  mineral  development,  and 
hydro  development  are  uses  that  need  to  be  analyzed  on  a  case  by  case  basis 
to  determine  compatibility. 
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The  development  of  this  plan  and  the  implementation  of  the  final 
decisions  has  been  and  will  be  guided  by  federal  and  state  laws,  federal 
rules  and  regulations,  and  cooperative  and  legal  agreements.   The  following 
section  describes  the  standard  operating  procedures,  policies,  and 
management  guidelines  which  will  be  applicable  regardless  of  which 
alternative  plan  (A,  B,  C,  or  D)  is  selected  for  implementation. 

Public  Land  Management 

The  public  lands  will  be  planned  and  managed  under  the  principles  of 
multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  as  required  by  FLPMA  and  other  principles 
as  outlined  in  BLM  planning  regulations.  Any  valid  use,  occupancy,  and 
development  of  the  public  lands,  including,  but  not  limited  to  those 
requiring  rights-of-way,  leases,  and  licenses  will  be  considered,  subject  to 
applicable  environmental  review  procedures,  unless  specifically  excluded  in 
the  plan.   In  some  areas,  however,  environmental  values,  hazards,  or 
manageability  considerations  may  require  limitations  on  either  the  type  or 
intensity  of  use,  or  both.   Those  limitations  are  identified  in  the  plan's 
land  use  allocations  and  management  objectives  for  specific  areas  within  the 
public  lands.  BLM  will  include  stipulations  and  special  conditions  as 
necessary  in  leases,  licenses,  and  permits  to  ensure  the  protection  and 
preservation  of  resources. 

Lands 

General 

The  public  lands  will  be  retained  in  Federal  ownership  and  managed  by 
BLM  according  to  the  principles  of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield,  except 
those  lands  specifically  identified  in  the  plan  or  amendment  as  transfer 
areas.  The  USFS/BLM  boundary  adjustment  is  a  statewide  effort  coordinated 
by  the  two  Regional  Forest  Service  Offices  and  the  Idaho  State  Office-BLM. 
A  statewide  amendment  will  be  prepared  on  this  action  and  incorporated  into 
those  plans  in  effect  at  the  time  of  the  boundary  adjustment  approval. 

Public  lands  that  are  to  be  retained  in  federal  ownership  may  be 
considered  for  Recreation  and  Public  Purposes  needs,  private  exchanges  and 
state  exchanges.   Such  action  will  follow  amendment  procedures  as  outlined 
in  BLM  Manual  1617.4. 

Withdrawals 

It  is  BLM  policy  to  review  all  withdrawals  on  and  classifications  of 
public  lands  by  October  20,  1991,  and  to  eliminate  all  unnecessary 
withdrawals  and  classifications.  Reviews  will  be  made  following  the  land 
use  planning  process  and  will  consider  the  following: 

1.   For  what  purpose  were  the  lands  withdrawn? 


79 


Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan 


2.  Is  that  purpose  still  being  served? 

3.  Are  the  lands  suitable  for  return  to  the  public  domain  (e.g.,  not 
contaminated  or  "property"  such  as  buildings)? 

After  completion  of  the  RMP  the  Classification  and  Multiple  Use  Act 
Classifications  (1-2345  and  1-2316)  will  be  removed.   Those  lands  not 
identified  for  transfer  will  be  retained  and  will  not  be  available  for 
application  for  agricultural  development. 

The  environmental  assessment  or  planning  process  will  be  followed  to 
consider  alternative  methods  such  as  rights-of-^way,  cooperative  agreements 
for  meeting  the  withdrawal/classification  objectives. 

Withdrawal/classification  modifications  and  extensions  must  provide  for 
maximum  possible  multiple  uses,  with  particular  emphasis  upon  mineral 
exploration  and  development.  When  withdrawals  are  revoked,  the  lands 
continue  to  be  in  a  retention  category. 

New  withdrawals  proposed  will  be  handled  on  a  case  by  case  basis  in 
accordance  with  Section  204  of  the  FLPMA,  with  full  public  participation. 

Acquisitions 

Lands  to  be  acquired  through  exchange  or  purchase  will  be  done  in  the 
furtherance  of  one  or  more  of  the  resource  programs  including,  but  not 
limited  to  cultural,  paleontologic,  recreation,  wildlife  and  soils. 

Transfers 

Transfer  areas  are  those  public  lands  identified  through  the  planning 
process  which  are  available  for  transfer  from  federal  ownership.   Transfer 
of  public  land  within  a  transfer  area  may  be  accomplished  by  any  means 
authorized  by  law.   Specific  transfer  methods  may  also  be  specified.   Final 
transfer  from  BLM  jurisdiction,  however,  is  subject  to  a  decision  by  the 
authorized  officer,  based  on  detailed  analysis  and  such  documentation  as 
prescribed  by  law  or  regulation. 

Lands  that  are  within  the  boundary  of  the  Snake  River  Birds  of  Prey  Area 
(MUA  5),  mineral  in  character  areas,  wilderness  study  areas  (WSAs),  or 
designated  wilderness  areas  will  not  be  identified  as  transfer  areas. 

Lands  may  be  acquired  by  BLM  as  authorized  by  law,  but  only  within 
retention  areas  (multiple  use  areas).  Objectives  for  acquiring  lands  in 
connection  with  BLM  programs  are  established  in  the  RMP. 

BLM  will  manage  transfer  areas  until  transfer  of  title  occurs. 
Management  actions  will  be  taken  as  necessary  to  meet  resource  or  user 
needs.   Public  investments  in  transfer  areas  will  be  kept  to  a  minimum. 

Land  disposal  actions  are,  primarily,  accomplished  under  sale,  agricul- 
tural entry,  exchange,  and  Recreation  and  Public  Purpose  (R&PP)  land  laws. 
Miscellaneous  transfers  can  also  occur  through  Color  of  Title  actions, 
airport  conveyances,  and  State  in  lieu  selections. 
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All  disposals  of  public  lands  must  be  consistent  with  the  planning 
requirements  of  FLPMA  and  must  also  be  evaluated  through  the  environmental 
assessment  process  as  required  by  NEPA.   Public  notice  will  be  given  on  each 
disposal  action  and  each  action  may  be  protested  or  appealed. 

A  preliminary  consideration  in  all  disposal  actions  is  to  provide 
protection  for  existing  rights,  access,  and  future  anticipated  needs.   This 
protection  is  provided  for  through  the  issuance  of  rights-of-way  to  existing 
users  or  reservations  to  the  Federal  government  in  areas  of  anticipated 
needs . 

General  considerations  for  the  major  types  of  disposal  actions  are 
discussed  below: 

Agricultural  -  Consideration  for  allowing  the  use  of  public  lands  for 
agricultural  development  under  the  Desert  Land  and  Carey  Acts  generally  fall 
into  four  steps.  They  are: 

1.  The  lands  must  be  identified  for  disposal  through  the  land  use 
planning  process. 

2.  The  lands  must  be  desert  in  character  and  physically  suited  for 
agricultural  development  by  irrigation. 

The  following  criteria  are  used  to  determine  the  suitability 
classification  of  potential  agricultural  lands: 

a.  Any  tract  that  contains  60%  of  Class  IV  or  poorer  soils  will 
be  found  unsuitable  for  disposal  under  the  Desert  Land  or 
Carey  Acts. 

This  is  based  on  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  Soil  Capability 
Classification  System!.' . 

b.  Any  public  lands  containing  known  archaeological,  paleonto- 
logic,  or  historical  values  determined  to  be  unique  or 
possibly  significant  would  be  found  unsuitable  for  disposal 
pending  further  analysis. 

c.  Any  public  lands  where  rare,  endangered,  threatened,  or 
sensitive  species  of  plants  or  animals  are  known  to  live  (or 
nest)  would  be  found  unsuitable  for  disposal,  unless 
mitigation  is  possible. 

d.  Certain  tracts  of  land  identified  for  community  needs  such  as 
landfills,  gravel  pits,  sewage  plants,  schools,  etc.,  would  be 
found  unsuitable  for  disposal  for  agriculture. 


1/  Agricultural  Handbook  No.  210. 
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e.  Certain  tracts  of  land  identified  as  valuable  for  wildlife 
habitat  would  be  found  unsuitable  for  disposal.   The 
guidelines  and  analysis  contained  in  the  Environmental 
Statement  (Agricultural  Development  for  Southwest  Idaho, 
February,  1980),  Appendix  1-1,  are  used  to  select  the  wildlife 
leave  areas. 

f.  Public  land  that  does  not  qualify  for  agricultural  use  or 
disposal  under  Desert  Land  Act  or  Carey  Act  because  of  other 
public  purpose  will  be  found  unsuitable  for  disposal  under 
these  laws. 

g.  Certain  tracts  of  land  identified  as  having  agricultural 
limitations  based  on  slope  and/or  flood  plain  management  will 
be  found  unsuitable. 

3.  Post  Classification  (Allowance  or  Rejection) 

a.  An  economic  analysis  must  show  a  high  likelihood  that  the 
lands  can  be  farmed  at  a  profit  over  a  long  term. 

b.  Applicant  must  show  a  legal  right  to  appropriate  water 
including  a  permit  to  drill  a  well  if  part  of  the  opera- 
tion. Application  that  would  contribute  to  the  mining  of 
groundwater  will  not  be  allowed.   The  Idaho  Supreme  Court 
Decision  #13794  regarding  use  of  Snake  River  water  above  Swan 
Falls  Dam  for  agricultural  development  will  be  resolved  before 
proceeding  with  the  allowance  to  enter  the  land. 

4.  Compliance 

a.    The  entryman  must  show  compliance  with  cultivation,  fund 

expenditure,  irrigation  system  development,  and  publication 
requirements,  and  payment  of  required  fees  to  obtain  patent  to 
the  land. 

Under  Carey  Act  development,  the  Bureau's  primary  concerns  are  retention 
vs.  disposal  determination  and  physical  suitability  of  the  land.   Appli- 
cation processing  and  feasibility  study  evaluations  are  the  responsibility 
of  the  State  of  Idaho. 

The  BLM  will  continue  to  work  closely  with  the  Idaho  Department  of  Water 
Resources  under  terms  of  a  cooperative  agreement  to  process  existing  Carey 
Act  and  Desert  Land  Entry  applications. 

Soil  erosion  which  occurs  on  public  lands  as  a  result  of  excess 
irrigation  flows  from  private  agricultural  lands  will  be  treated  as  a 
trespass  in  order  to  stop  the  erosion  and  to  rehabilitate  the  damage  to 
public  land. 

Public  lands  currently  under  CA/DLE  applications  that  are  relinquished 
will  revert  to  a  retention  category  and  will  not  be  made  available  for 
further  application  for  agricultural  purposes  but  may  be  considered  under  a 
land  exchange  proposal. 
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Exchanges  -  Before  an  exchange  can  be  consummated,  the  BLM  must 
determine  that  the  public  interest  will  be  well  served  by  making  the 
exchange  as  contemplated  by  Section  206  of  FLPMA.   Full  consideration  will 
be  given  to  improved  Federal  land  management  and  the  needs  of  State  and 
local  publics  through  an  evaluation  of  the  needs  for  lands  for  economic 
development,  community  expansion,  recreation  areas  or  opportunities,  food, 
fiber,  minerals,  and  wildlife.   Another  consideration  is  that  lands  must  be 
equal  in  value,  or,  if  not  equal,  a  cash  payment  not  exceeding  25  percent  of 
the  total  value  of  Federal  lands  may  be  made  by  the  appropriate  party  to 
equalize  the  values.  Any  lands  delineated  for  transfer  in  the  exchange  only 
category  but  not  needed  to  consummate  the  exchange,  will  be  retained  in 
federal  ownership  (see  Appendix  K,  EIS  more  detailed  explanation  of 
criteria). 

Sales  -  Sales  of  public  lands  can  be  made  upon  consideration  of  the 
following  criteria  found  in  Section  203  of  FLPMA: 

1.  Such  parcel,  because  of  its  location  or  other  characteristics,  is 
difficult  and  uneconomic  to  manage  as  part  of  the  public  lands,  and 
is  not  suitable  for  management  by  another  Federal  department  or 
agency;  or 

2.  Such  parcel  was  acquired  for  a  specific  purpose  and  is  no  longer 
required  for  that  or  any  other  Federal  purpose;  or 

3.  Disposal  of  such  parcel  will  serve  important  public  objectives, 
including  but  not  limited  to,  expansion  of  communities  and  economic 
development  which  cannot  be  achieved  prudently  or  feasibly  on  land 
other  than  public  land  and  which  outweigh  other  public  objectives 
and  values.  These  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  wildlife, 
grazing,  recreation,  and  scenic  values  which  would  be  served  by 
maintaining  such  parcel  in  Federal  ownership. 

Sales  may  be  made  through  (1)  competitive  bidding,  (2)  modified 
competitive  bidding  wherein  some  individual(s)  may  be  given  the  opportunity 
to  match  the  high  bid,  and  (3)  direct  sale  wherein  the  tract  is  sold  at  fair 
market  value  to  a  predetermined  buyer.  All  sales  must  be  made  at  no  less 
than  fair  market  value  as  determined  by  the  approved  procedure,  generally  an 
official  appraisal. 

Land  Use  Authorizations 

Land  use  permits  under  Section  302  of  FLPMA  should  be  used  as  an  interim 
management  measure  for  resolving  unauthorized  use  problems  prior  to  a  final 
land  use /status  determination,  and  for  one  time  uses  of  short  duration. 
Leases  may  be  used  as  a  longer  term  (5  to  10  years)  interim  management  tool, 
particularly  where  future  disposal  or  dedication  to  another  particular  land 
use  is  contemplated.   The  latter  may  allow  for  agricultural  use  on  a  site 
that  may  be  needed  in  the  future  for  communication  purposes,  materials 
source,  or  community  expansion  needs. 

Land  use  permits  (LUPs)  for  irrigated  agricultural  use  of  public  land 
will  be  used  sparingly  and  be  restricted  to  resolve  situations  where  other 
alternatives  prove  to  be  impractical,  such  as:  1)  small  areas  of  public 
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land  isolated  between  a  farmed  field  and  a  canal,  ditch,  or  road;  and  2) 
renewal  for  an  existing  circular  pivot  already  authorized  by  a  LUP  until  the 
land  is  removed  from  agricultural  production  and  rehabilitated  or  until  the 
land  is  transferred  from  public  ownership.   In  cases  where  a  pivot  must 
cross  public  land,  the  lands  are  to  remain  unf armed  and  a  LUP  will  be  issued 
only  for  the  crossing  pivot. 

Rights-of-way,  under  Title  V  of  FLPMA,  will  be  considered  in  the 
Jarbidge  Resource  Area  except  where  specifically  identified  in  the  RMP  for 
avoidance.   Future  communication  site  needs  will  be  restricted  to  existing 
sites  as  much  as  possible.  New  sites  will  be  considered  if  there  is  a 
demonstrated  need  and  the  resource  conflicts  are  low  or  can  be  mitigated. 

Cooperative  agreements  are  to  be  used  with  other  Federal  entities  for 
uses  which  are  not  appropriately  covered  by  a  right-of-way  or  a  withdrawal. 
Flood  control  and  aquifer  recharge  areas  may  be  most  appropriately  covered 
by  cooperative  agreements. 

Airport  leases  are  considered  only  when  a  definite  need  has  been  shown, 
supported  by  a  specific  development  and  management  plan,  and  a  showing  of 
financial  capability  to  carry  out  the  project. 

Each  action  would  require  a  site-specific  examination.  An  environ- 
mental assessment  would  be  prepared  on  the  proposal  with  special  emphasis 
placed  upon  identification  and  mitigation  of  adverse  effects  upon  resource 
values  such  as  rare,  endangered,  threatened,  or  sensitive  species,  cultural 
or  paleontologic  resources,  wetland/riparian  zones,  and  flood  plains. 

Access 

The  Boise  District  will  continue  its  ongoing  program  of  identifying  and 
obtaining  BLM  access  across  non-bureau  lands  where  needed  to  accomplish 
bureau  objectives. 

Unauthorized  Use 

It  is  BLM  policy  to  identify,  abate,  and  prevent  unauthorized  use  of 
public  lands.   Trespass  settlement  is  geared  to  recover  at  least  fair  market 
value  for  the  unauthorized  use  and  to  require  rehabilitation  of  the  land  and 
resource  damaged  by  the  unauthorized  action.   Settlements  may  be  made 
through  administrative  action  or  through  civil  or  criminal  court  proceedings, 

Soil,  Water,  and  Air 

Soils 

Soils  will  be  managed  to  maintain  productivity  and  to  minimize  erosion. 

Project  level  planning  will  consider  the  sensitivity  of  soil,  water,  and 
air  resources  in  the  affected  area  on  a  site  specific  basis.   Stipulations 
will  ensure  project  compatibility  with  soil,  water,  and  air  resource 
management.  All  construction  of  management  facilities  and  land  treatments 
will  be  designed  to  minimize  adverse  impacts  to  the  soil,  water,  and  air 
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resources.  All  areas  disturbed  during  project  construction  will  be  reseeded 
with  a  mixture  of  grasses,  forbs,  and  shrubs. 

In  agricultural  development  areas,  maintain  control  of  all  lands 
necessary  to  prevent  erosion  resulting  from  irrigation  and  farming 
practices.   These  might  include,  but  will  not  be  limited  to  vegetation 
strips,  slopes,  drainage  ways,  flood  plains,  etc. 

Minimize  soil  erosion  by  maintaining  good,  perennial  vegetation  cover  on 
all  sites.  Manage  native  perennial  range  to  attain  good  ecological 
condition.  Rehabilitated  or  manipulated  sites  are  considered  to  be  in  good 
condition  from  a  watershed  standpoint  when  at  least  75%  (by  weight)  of  the 
sites  potential  for  production  is  composed  of  perennial  vegetation. 

Air 

Under  the  Clean  Air  Act  (as  amended,  1977),  BLM-administered  lands  were 
given  Class  II  air  quality  classification,  which  allows  moderate 
deterioration  associated  with  moderate,  we 11 -controlled  industrial  and 
population  growth.   BLM  will  manage  all  public  lands  as  Class  II  unless  they 
are  reclassified  by  the  State  as  a  result  of  the  procedures  prescribed  in 
the  Clean  Air  Act  (as  amended,  1977).   Administrative  actions  on  the  public 
lands  will  comply  with  the  air  quality  classifications  for  that  specific 
area. 

Water 

A  variety  of  methods  may  be  employed  to  maintain,  improve,  protect,  and 
restore  watershed  conditions.   Priority  will  be  given  to  meeting  emergency 
watershed  needs  due  to  flooding,  severe  drought,  or  fire. 

Water  quality  will  be  maintained  or  improved  in  accordance  with  State 
and  Federal  standards.   State  agencies  will  be  consulted  on  proposed 
projects  that  may  significantly  affect  water  quality. 

Facilities  and  structures  designed  to  maintain  or  improve  existing  water 
sources,  provide  new  water  sources,  control  water  level  or  flow  charac- 
teristics, or  maintain  or  improve  water  quality  may  be  developed.   BLM  will 
work  closely  with  the  Idaho  Department  of  Water  Resources,  Idaho  Department 
of  Health  and  Welfare,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  other  local,  state, 
and  federal  agencies  to  determine  appropriate  location  and  designs  for  such 
projects. 

Management  activities  in  riparian  zones  will  be  designed  to  maintain  or 
improve  riparian  habitat  condition. 

Roads  and  utility  corridors  will  avoid  riparian  zones  to  the  extent 
practicable. 

Water  rights  are  administered  by  the  Idaho  Department  of  Water 
Resources.   The  Bureau  complies  with  all  State  of  Idaho  water  laws. 

Mitigation  measures  implemented  because  of  SOPs  or  site  specific 
analysis  will  be  monitored  for  their  effectiveness. 


85 


Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan 

Range  Resources 

Allotment  Categorization 

All  grazing  allotments  in  the  resource  area  have  been  assigned  to  one  of 
three  management  categories  based  on  present  resource  conditions  and  the 
potential  for  improvement  (Appendix  Table  F-4) .   The  "M"  allotments 
generally  will  be  managed  to  maintain  current  satisfactory  resource 
conditions;  "I"  allotments  generally  will  be  managed  to  improve  resource 
conditions;  and  "C"  allotments  will  receive  custodial  management  to  prevent 
resource  deterioration. 

Allotment-Specific  Objectives  for  the  Improvement  Category 

Multiple-use  management  objectives  will  be  developed  by  multiple  use 
area.   Future  management  actions,  including  approval  of  allotment  management 
plans,  will  be  tailored  to  meet  these  objectives. 

Range land  Management 

Grazing  Preference  -  Within  each  grazing  allotment  or  group  of  allot- 
ments, a  grazing  preference  is  established  at  a  level  that  will  ensure  that 
adequate  forage  is  also  available  for  wildlife  and  where  present,  wild 
horses.   Sufficient  vegetation  is  reserved  for  purposes  of  maintaining  plant 
vigor,  stabilizing  soil,  providing  cover  for  wildlife,  and  other 
nonconsumptive  uses. 

Grazing  decisions  or  agreements  may  be  made  for  those  allotments  where 
adequate  information  exists.   In  the  other  allotments  where  there  is 
inadequate  information,  additional  data  will  be  collected  for  up  to  five 
years  to  provide  an  adequate  basis  to  begin  implementation  of  any  additional 
decisions  needed.  An  initial  stocking  rate  will  also  be  established,  which 
may  be  adjusted  upwards  or  downwards  in  the  final  decision  as  a  result  of 
monitoring.  All  grazing  decisions  will  be  issued  in  accordance  with 
applicable  BLM  regulations. 

Implementing  Changes  in  Allotment  Management 

Activity  plans  (AMPs  or  CRMPs)  are  commonly  used  to  present,  in  detail, 
the  types  of  changes  required  in  an  allotment,  and  to  establish  a  schedule 
for  implemen-  tation.  Actions  set  for  under  the  plan  that  affect  the 
environment  will  be  analyzed  and  compared  to  alternative  actions.   During 
the  analysis,  the  proposal  may  be  altered  to  mitigate  adverse  impacts.   The 
following  sections  contain  discussions  of  the  types  of  changes  likely  to  be 
recommended  in  an  activity  plan  and  the  guidance  that  applies  to  these 
administrative  actions. 

Existing  AMPs  will  be  reviewed  by  January  1988  to  determine  if  they  need 
updating  or  revision.   Those  AMPs  determined  to  be  satisfactory  as  written 
will  continue  to  be  implemented  and  managed  as  written  and  reviewed  again  in 
1993.   Those  AMPs  needing  updating  (minor  changes)  will  be  updated  by 
January  1989.   Those  AMPs  requiring  revision  will  have  new  AMPs  prepared  by 
January  1990. 
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Livestock  Use  Adjustments 


Livestock  use  adjustments  are  most  often  made  by  changing  one  or  more  of 
the  following:   the  kind  or  class  of  livestock  grazing  an  allotment,  the 
season  of  use,  the  stocking  rate,  or  the  pattern  of  grazing. 

Forage  use  levels  made  from  best  estimates  of  forage  available  now  and 
in  20  years  (Appendix  Table  F-4)  are  guidelines  to  be  used  for  the 
development  of  AMPs,  CMAs,  CRMPs,  and  for  monitoring  prioritization. 
Adjustments,  up  or  down,  from  these  estimates  may  be  made  as  a  result  of 
monitoring. 

Initial  stocking  rates  will  be  based  on  the  five  year  average  for  each 
allotment.  Those  allotments  with  significant  areas  of  poor  condition  range 
directly  attributable  to  grazing  will  receive  priority  for  monitoring 
programs.   If  monitoring  determines  that  grazing  levels  are  too  high, 
adjust-  ments  will  be  made  during  the  third  and  fifth  years  of  a  five  year 
monitoring  program.   Allotments  currently  under  an  allotment  management  plan 
or  a  coor-  dinated  resource  management  plan  will  be  stocked  at  the  five  year 
average  and  monitored  to  insure  that  stocking  levels  are  consistent  with 
other  resource  capabilities  and  needs.   In  those  allotments  where 
substantial  nonuse  has  occurred  in  the  past,  and  the  five  year  average  is 
lower  than  the  preference,  the  indicated  stocking  level  will  be  based  on  the 
grazing  preference. 

Range  Improvements  and  Treatments 

A  variety  of  range  improvements,  grazing  systems,  and  other  range  manage- 
ment practices  may  be  considered  in  conjunction  with  livestock  management  on 
individual  allotments.   Such  practices  will  be  based  on  the  range  management 
category  (maintain,  improve,  custodial)  in  which  the  allotment  has  been 
placed  and  will  be  formulated  in  consultation,  coordination,  and  cooperation 
with  livestock  operators,  and  other  interested  parties. 

The  extent,  location,  and  timing  of  improvements  will  be  based  on  the 
allotment  specific  management  objectives  adopted  through  the  resource 
management  planning  process;  interdisciplinary  development  and  review  of 
proposed  actions;  operator  contributions;  and  BLM  funding  capability. 

Range  improvement  proposals  are  shown  by  MUA  or  allotment  group  rather 
than  specific  location.   Further  site  specific  Impact  assessment  will  be 
necessary  in  many  of  the  range  developments  when  actual  project  layout  and 
design  has  occurred.   Cattleguards  will  be  considered  a  part  of  the  fence 
and  will  be  installed  as  deemed  necessary.   Existing  range  improvements  will 
be  maintained  in  a  current  working  condition  as  long  as  they  are  deemed 
necessary  to  management  in  all  allotments.   Existing  fences  in  big  game 
habitat  and  not  meeting  current  design  standards,  will  be  modified  to  allow 
big  game  passage. 

Interseeding  and  reseeding  projects  in  MUAs  with  objectives  to  improve 
ecological  condition  to  benefit  wildlife  or  wildlife  and  livestock  will  use 
shrub,  forb  and  grass  seed  mixture  that  are  normally  found  in  that  type  of 
ecological  zone /type. 
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In  addition  to  the  treatment  and  projects  shown  in  Action  Section  H  in 
each  MUA,  the  proposed  plan  proposes  to  treat  up  to  two  percent  of  the  poor 
condition  range  on  an  annual  basis  through  a  combination  of  management, 
additional  range  improvements  and  habitat  improvement  projects.   This 
treatment  would  include  10,000  acres  of  habitat  improvement  for  the  primary 
benefit  of  sage  grouse  and  10,000  acres  of  habitat  improvement  for  the 
primary  benefit  of  mule  deer.   The  proposed  location  of  these  improvements 
are  illustrated  on  Map  8.   This  will  result  in  a  significant  reduction  in 
the  amount  of  poor  condition  range  in  the  study  area  and  a  corresponding 
increase  in  the  productivity  of  the  area  in  the  form  of  additional  AUMs  and 
wildlife  habitat.   Twenty-five  percent  of  the  useable  forage  produced 
through  this  additional  treatment  would  be  allocated  to  livestock.   The 
remaining  75%  would  be  reserved  for  wildlife,  watershed  protection  and  other 
non-consumptive  uses.   The  order  of  priority  for  treating  two  percent  of  the 
areas  in  poor  condition  will  be: 

1)  Areas  where  unacceptable  soil  loss  is  occurring. 

2)  Areas  where  the  livestock  operator  is  grazing  at  levels  below 
preference. 

3)  Areas  where  excessive  annual  vegetation  is  causing  management 
problems  or  economic  burdens,  i.e.,  season  of  use  restriction  or 
high  fire  management  costs. 

4)  Areas  where  unacceptable  wildlife  habitat  condition  exists 
(appropriate  seed  mixtures  for  wildlife  will  be  used). 

5)  Areas  for  overall  multiple  use  improvement  using  seed  mixtures  for 
both  wildlife  and  livestock. 

The  order  of  priority  for  management  practices  on  the  two  percent  of  the 
poor  condition  areas  will  be: 

1)  the  establishment  of  grazing  systems; 

2)  interseeding, 

3)  reseeding, 

4)  mechanical  treatment  (chaining,  burning,  plowing), 

5)  mechanical  treatment  and  seeding,  and  lastly 

6)  chemical  treatment. 

All  allotments  in  which  range  improvement  funds  are  to  be  spent  will  be 
subjected  to  an  economic  analysis.  The  analysis  will  be  used  to  develop  a 
final  priority  ranking  of  allotments  for  the  commitment  of  the  range 
improvement  funds  that  are  needed  to  implement  activity  plans.   The  highest 
priority  for  implementation  generally  will  be  assigned  to  those  improvements 
for  which  the  total  anticipated  benefits  exceed  costs. 
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Grazing  Systems 


There  are  existing  grazing  systems  on  eight  AMPs.  Additional  grazing 
systems  will  be  implemented.   The  type  of  system  to  be  implemented  will  be 
based  on  consideration  of  the  following  factors: 

-  allotment-specific  management  objectives  (multiple  use  area); 

-  resource  characteristics,  including  vegetation  potential  and  water 
availability; 

-  operator  needs ;  and 

-  implementation  costs. 

Typical  grazing  systems  available  for  consideration  are  described  in 
Appendix  F. 

Wild  Horses  and  Burros 

A  viable,  healthy  population  of  wild  horses  will  be  maintained  in 
accordance  with  federal  law.  Where  levels  are  to  be  adjusted,  sufficient 
forage  will  be  provided.  Animals  being  collected  for  adoption  or  removed  by 
other  appropriate  means  will  receive  care  and  attention.  Adopted  animals 
will  be  monitored  in  accordance  with  BLM  policy  until  title  for  the  animal(s) 
is /are  issued. 

Threatened,  Endangered  and  Sensitive  Plants 

There  are  seven  plants  in  the  JRA  which  are  currently  listed.   Projects 
proposed  in  areas  with  known  T&E  plant  will  give  full  consideration  to 
protecting  T&E  species  including  fencing  if  necessary.  Adjustments  to 
grazing  rotations,  season-of-use  or  other  management  techniques  will  be  used 
to  protect  plants. 

Terrestrial  Wildlife 

The  guidance  for  wildlife  cover  (general  and  species  specific),  practices 
and  procedures  and  are  as  follows : 

General 

Project  clearances  for  threatened  and  endangered  species  would  be 
conducted  on  all  project  proposals.   The  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  will 
be  consulted  regarding  actions  that  affect  habitat  of  these  species.  All  BLM 
management  actions  will  comply  with  Federal  and  State  laws  concerning  fish 
and  wildlife. 

In  crucial  wildlife  habitats  (winter  ranges,  raptor  nest  sites,  strutting 
grounds,  fawning  habitat,  etc.),  major  construction  and  maintenance  work 
would  be  scheduled  to  avoid  or  minimize  disturbance  to  wildlife.  Areas 
disturbed  during  project  construction  will  be  reseeded  with  a  mixture  of 
grasses,  forbs  and  shrubs  to  meet  site  specific  needs  or  habitat 
requirements.  Wildlife  escape  devices  will  be  installed  on  all  troughs  and 
tanks.  Range  improvements  will  be  designed  to  achieve  watershed,  wildlife 
and  range  objectives.  Wildlife  provisions  will  be  incorporated  into  all 
future  fence  proposals. 
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Forage /cover  requirements  will  be  incorporated  into  allotment  management 
plans  and  will  be  specific  to  areas  of  primary  wildlife  use.  Water  will  be 
provided  in  allotments  (including  rested  pastures)  during  seasonal  periods 
of  need  for  wildlife.   Vegetative  manipulation  projects  will  be  designed  to 
minimize  impacts  and  improve  wildlife  habitat  by  including  a  variety  of 
palatable  shrubs,  forbs  and  grass.   Seventy-five  percent  of  the  additional 
forage  produced  through  treating  2%  of  the  poor  condition  range  each  year 
will  be  allocated  to  wildlife,  watershed  and  other  non-consumptive  uses. 
The  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  will  be  consulted  one  year  in  advance 
on  all  vegetative  manipulation  projects  and  proposed  land  transfers. 
Wildlife  projects  will  be  planned  and  implemented  with  input  from  the 
private  landowners  and/or  permittees. 

Management  actions  within  floodplains  and  wetlands  will  include  measures 
to  preserve,  protect,  and  if  necessary,  restore  their  natural  functions. 

Occupancy  for  oil  and  gas  activities  will  be  restricted  in  crucial 
wildlife  habitats  as  shown  in  Table  2.  Additional  activities  will  be 
evaluated  on  a  case  by  case  basis  to  determine  the  need  for  compliance  with 
the  recommendations  shown  in  Table  2.  Restrictions  in  Table  2  do  not  apply 
to  oil  and  gas  activities  under  Alternative  B  of  the  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Statement. 

Design  all  new  spring  developments  and  modify  selected  existing  spring 
developments  to  protect  wetted  areas.  Where  possible,  and  if  the  need 
exists  for  wildlife,  fence  reservoirs  and  provide  water  for  livestock  away 
from  the  reservoirs.  Wildlife  habitat  needs  will  be  considered  when 
reservoir  size  determinations  are  made.   Establish  livestock  grazing  systems 
and  practices  that  recognize  the  physiological  requirements  of  forbs  and 
shrubs . 

Exchanges  would  be  allowed  within  crucial  wildlife  habitat  only  if  the 
wildlife  value  of  the  offered  lands  meets  or  exceeds  the  wildlife  value  of 
the  selected  lands.   Crucial  wildlife  habitat  will  not  be  sold.  Avoid 
constructing  any  roads  within  or  closely  adjacent  to  crucial  wildlife 
habitat. 

Manage  all  ecological  sites  on  mule  deer,  pronghorn,  elk,  bighorn  sheep 
and  sage  grouse  habitat  currently  in  fair  or  poor  ecological  condition,  for 
good  ecological  condition.   Monitor  utilization  of  shrubs  and  forbs  on 
crucial  big  game  winter  ranges. 

Existing  fences  will  be  modified  where  specific  wildlife  needs  are  not 
being  met.  All  new  fences  will  be  built  to  allow  for  wildlife  passage. 

Protect  and  enhance  endangered,  threatened  and  sensitive  species 
habitats  in  order  to  maintain  or  enhance  existing  and  potential  populations 
within  the  planning  area.   Allow  no  adverse  habitat  alteration  within  1/4 
mile  of  any  burrowing  owl  nest,  3/4  mile  of  any  ferruginous  hawk,  golden 
eagle  or  prairie  falcon  nest,  or  within  one  mile  of  bighorn  sheep  habitat. 

Improve  raptor  habitat  by  requiring  all  new  power  lines  in  raptor  areas 
to  be  constructed  to  "electrocution  proof"  specification  and  that  any 
problem  lines  now  existing  be  modified  to  be  "electrocution  proof." 
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Maintain  the  short-grass  habitats  occupied  by  long-billed  curlew. 

Manage  all  wildlife  habitat  within  the  resource  area  to  provide  a 
diversity  of  vegetation  and  habitats. 

Occupancy  restrictions  shown  on  Table  2  will  be  followed. 

Sage  Grouse 

where  applicable,  "Guidelines  for  Habitat  Protection  in  Sage  Grouse 
Range"  and  "Sage  Grouse  Management  Practices"  (Technical  Bulletin  No.  1)  - 
Western  States  Sage  Grouse  Committee,  June  1974,  and  1982  respectively,  will 
be  followed.   Also,  "Habitat  Requirements  and  Management  Recommendations  for 
Sage  Grouse"  Technical  Note  (USD1,  BLM  1974)  will  be  followed  where 
applicable.  These  include: 

-  No  control  work  would  be  allowed  where  live  sagebrush  cover  is  less 
than  20%. 

-  Treatment  measures  should  be  applied  in  irregular  patterns  using 
topography  and  other  ecological  considerations  to  minimize  adverse 
effects  to  the  sage  grouse  resource. 

-  Where  fire  is  used  as  a  habitat  management  tool,  it  should  be  used  in 
such  manner  as  to  result  in  a  mosaic  pattern  of  shrubs  and  open  areas, 
with  openings,  optimally  from  1  to  10  acres  in  size. 

-  Maintain  the  density  of  sagebrush  canopy  coverage  at  20-30%  within 
nesting  habitats  and  at  least  20%  in  wintering  habitats. 

-  No  control  of  sagebrush  would  be  considered  in  any  area  known  to  have 
supported  important  wintering  populations  of  sage  grouse  in  the  past 
10  years. 

-  Seed  mixtures  for  range  improvement  projects  and  fire  rehabilitation 
projects  will  include  a  mixture  of  grasses,  forbs  and  shrubs  that 
benefit  sage  grouse. 

Improve  sage  grouse  brood  rearing  habitat  where  sagebrush  canopy  cover  is 
greater  than  20%  by  removing  sagebrush  in  small  irregular  areas  and  then 
reseeding. 

Mule  Deer 

Where  applicable,  "Mule  Deer  Habitat  Guidelines"  contained  in  Technical 
Note  T/N  336  (USDI,  BLM  1979)  will  be  followed.   These  include: 

-  In  range  rehabilitation  or  manipulation  projects,  maintain  a  60/40 
ratio  of  forage  area  to  cover  area. 

-  Try  to  achieve  a  mosaic  or  mottled  pattern  of  cover  in  prescribed 
burning  and  manipulation  projects. 
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-  Improve  forage  condition  by  establishing  seedings  or  plantings  of 
bitterbrush,  four-wing  saltbrush  or  other  palatable  shrub  species  on 
crucial  mule  deer  winter  range  that  presently  has  less  than  30% 
palatable  shrub  composition  by  weight  of  the  shrub  component. 

On  crucial  mule  deer  and  elk  winter  ranges  that  do  not  have  an  adequate 
composition  of  early  maturing  grass,  develop  small  seedings  of  Siberian 
wheatgrass  and  Russian  wildrye  and  other  appropriate  early  maturing  grasses 
to  improve  deer  and  elk  nutrition  in  the  early  spring  period. 

Table  2 
Wildlife  Habitat  Occupancy  Restrictions 


Species 


No  Occupancy  Time  Periods 


Area 


Game  Species 

California  Bighorn  Sheep 

Yearlong  Habitat 
Mule  Deer 

Crucial  1/  Winter  Range 
Antelope 

Crucial  Winter  Range 

Crucial  Fawning  Range 
Elk 

Crucial  Winter  Range 
Sage /Sharp-tailed  Grouse 

Winter  Range 

Breeding  Grounds 

Nesting /Brood  Rearing 

Sensitive  Species 

Riparian  Associated  (River  Otter, 

Mountain  Quail) 
Red-Band  Trout /White  Sturgeon/ 

Shoshone  Sculpin 
Long-billed  Curlew  Nesting  Areas 
Ferruginous  Hawk  Nests 

Osprey  Nesting 

Western  Burrowing  Owl  Nests 

White -faced  Ibis  Nesting  Areas 

Endangered  Species 
Bald  Eagle /Peregrine 
Winter 
Nesting 


Year  Long 


12/1  -  4/30 


Entire  Habitat  Area 


Entire  Habitat  Area 


12/1  ■ 

-  4/30 

Entire  Habitat  Area 

5/1  ■ 

-  6/30 

Entire  Habitat  Area 

12/1  • 

-  4/30 

Entire  Habitat  Area 

12/1  ■ 

-  2/15 

Entire  Habitat  Area 

2/15  ■ 

-  6/30 

Entire  Habitat  Area 

4/15  ■ 

-  6/30 

2  miles  radius 
from  lek 

Within  500  ft. 

Year 

Long 

of  riparian 
Within  500  ft. 

Year 

Long 

of  stream 

3/15  • 

-  6/30 

3/15  ■ 

-  6/30 

3/4  mile  radius 
from  nest 

4/15  ■ 

-  8/31 

3/4  mile  radius 
from  nest 

3/15  • 

-  6/30 

1/4  mile  radius 
from  nest 

3/15  ■ 
12/1 

-  6/30 

-  3/31 

Year 

Long 

Within  1  mile  of 
of  nest 
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Table  2  (continued) 


Species 


No  Occupancy  Time  Periods 


Area 


Species  of  Concern 
Golden  Eagle  Nest 

Prairie  Falcon  Nest 

Heron  Rookeries 

Special  Habitats 

Reservoirs,  ponds,  lakes,  streams, 

wetlands,  marshes,  riparian 
BOP  -  Essential  Nesting  Habitat 


2/1  -  6/30 
3/15  -  6/30 
Year  Long 


Year  Long 
Year  Long 


Within  3/4  mile 

of  nest 
Within  3/4  mile 

of  nest 
Within  1/2  mile 
of  rookery 


Within  500  ft. 
Entire  Habitat  Area 


1/   Those  areas  where  big  game  animals  have  demonstrated  a  definite  pattern  of 
use  each  year  or  an  area  where  animals  tend  to  concentrate  in  significant 
numbers  (from  Interagency  Guidelines  for  Big  Game  Range  Investigation  - 
Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  U.S.  Forest 
Service). 

Pronghorn 

Where  applicable,  "Habitat  Management  Guides  for  the  American  Pronghorn 
Antelope"  contained  in  Technical  Note  347  (USDI,  BLM  1980)  will  be 
followed.   These  include: 

-  Grazing  systems  designed  with  the  concept  of  key  plant  species, 
preferred  pronghorn  forage  species  for  forbs  and  shrubs  will  be 
included  as  key  species. 

-  Vegetative  manipulation  projects  will  include  mixtures  of  grasses, 
forbs  and  shrubs. 

Bighorn  Sheep 

Roads  will  not  be  built  within  one  (1)  mile  of  bighorn  sheep  habitat. 

No  conversion  from  cattle  to  sheep  will  be  allowed  in  allotments 
containing  bighorn  sheep  habitat,  unless  a  satisfactory  separation  can  be 
maintained  by  fences  or  topographic  features.   This  separation  will  be 
agreed  upon  through  consultation  and  coordination  with  the  Idaho  Department 
of  Fish  and  Game. 

Maintain  a  separation  of  use  between  cattle  and  bighorns  by  not 
developing  livestock  water  sources  within  1  mile  of  bighorn  habitat  unless 
adverse  impacts  can  be  mitigated. 

Permit  no  adverse  habitat  alteration  of  potential  bighorn  sheep  habitats. 

Manage  human  use  within  bighorn  habitat  at  levels  which  are  not 
detrimental  to  the  bighorn  population. 
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Elk 


If  elk  migrate  onto  BLM  lands  from  adjacent  land  near  the  Idaho/  Nevada 
border,  provide  forage  and  habitat  for  elk  as  follows: 

-  Provide  forage  and  habitat  for  elk  in  areas  where  forage  is  available 
and  plant  communities  would  not  be  adversely  impacted  (based  on 
current  livestock  use  levels  and  projected  mule  deer  population 
goals). 

-  Where  overuse  is  identified,  develop  additional  forage  through 
habitat  manipulation. 

-  If  habitat  use  by  elk  is  degrading  the  habitat  or  coupled  with  live- 
stock grazing  is  resulting  in  overuse  of  the  habitat  or  impacting  the 
mule  deer  population  through  forage  competition,  coordinate  with  the 
Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife  to  reduce  elk  numbers. 

Any  forest  treatment  which  changes  an  area  from  cover  to  forage  should 
be  no  more  than  800  to  1,000  feet  wide  and  be  immediately  adjacent  to  hiding 
cover.   Design  all  logging  sales  to  run  the  shortest  period  of  time 
possible.   Individual  clearcuts  should  not  exceed  40  acres  in  size.   The 
last  paragraph  of  mule  deer  guidance  also  applies. 

Monitoring  and  coordination  needs  for  elk  are  as  follows: 

Identify  elk  use  patterns  as  they  occur  on  BLM  lands  in  Idaho  and 
Nevada. 

-  Identify  areas  of  cumulative  use  due  to  elk  and  livestock. 

-  Monitor  forage  use  to  determine  if  overuse  of  plant  communities  is 
occurring. 

-  Coordinate  elk  management  and  the  exchange  of  information  with  the 
livestock  users  in  the  area  and  other  agencies  including  the  Nevada 
Department  of  Wildlife,  U.S.  Forest  Service,  Soil  Conservation 
Service,  and  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game. 

Threatened,  Endangered,  and  Sensitive  Species 

Priority  for  habitat  management  will  be  given  to  habitat  for  listed  and 
candidate  Threatened,  Endangered,  and  Sensitive  species.   If  any  listed  or 
candidate  Threatened  or  Endangered  species  may  be  affected  by  BLM  actions, 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  will  be  consulted  as  prescribed  by  the 
Endangered  Species  Act. 

Riparian  and  Aquatic  Habitat 

Riparian  and  wetland  habitat  will  have  a  high  priority  for  protection 
and  improvement  in  accordance  with  national  policy. 

Provide  a  riparian  buffer  zone  of  sufficient  width  (100  to  300  feet 
minimum)  to  protect  riparian  vegetation,  fisheries,  and  water  quality  as 
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determined  by  an  interdisciplinary  team  of  resource  specialists,  which 
includes  fisheries  and  wildlife  specialists.   Utilize  this  zone  for  the 
general  exclusion  of  the  following  activities: 

-  Limit  new  road  construction  that  parallels  streams  -  use  best 
management  practices  when  construction  cannot  be  avoided, 

-  Fire  (maintain  full  suppression), 

-  Timber  harvest  activities, 

-  Spraying  of  herbicides  and  pesticides,  and 

-  Gravel  extraction. 

Utilize  a  1,000  foot  (500  feet  each  side)  buffer  zone  for  the  total 
exclusion  of  the  following  activities: 

-  Oil  and  gas  occupancy  and/or  surface  disturbance  (Boise  District 
stipulations  for  oil  and  gas  leases),  and 

-  Introduction  of  chemical  toxicants  as  a  result  of  construction, 
mining,  or  agriculture. 

Give  special  consideration  for  the  mitigation  of  mining  related 
activities  i.e.  tailing  deposits,  holding  ponds,  chemical  dumps. 

Maintain  recommended  instream  flows  (recommended  by  Idaho  Department  of 
Water  Resources)  for  the  maintenance  and  preservation  of  aquatic  and 
riparian  ecosystems.   In  all  cases,  allow  no  proposals  that  include 
dewatering  of  the  streambed. 

Design  and  establish  grazing  management  practices  to  meet  fisheries, 
riparian,  and  water  quality  needs.   In  those  instances  where  management 
systems  alone  cannot  meet  objectives,  provisions  for  fencing  or  other  means 
of  exclusion  will  be  utilized.  Allow  no  livestock  related  activities  such 
as  salting,  feeding,  construction  of  holding  facilities,  and  stock  driveways 
to  occur  within  the  riparian  zone  of  a  stream  drainage  system. 

Avoid  construction  activities  which  remove  or  destroy  riparian 
vegetation  and  instream  fish  cover.  Monitor  and  implement  periodic  rest  or 
non  use  when  these  stream  systems  do  not  show  signs  of  adequate  recovery. 

In  all  activities  including  maintenance  of  roads,  and  other  facilities 
follow  the  guidelines  outlined  in  the  best  management  practices  manual  for 
management  and  protection  of  western  stream  ecosystems  (American  Fisheries 
Society  1982). 

In  those  areas  where  fish/riparian  values  are  identified  as  high 
priority,  all  other  management  practices  will  be  designed  to  accommodate 
those  priority  needs. 

All  habitat  improvement  projects  in  riparian-stream  systems  will  be 
coordinated  and/or  reviewed  by  the  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game. 

The  Snake  River  System  (MUA-4)  is  a  unique  system.   In  all  activities 
and  proposed  projects  pertinent  to  the  Snake  River  coordination  with  the 
Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  is  recommended  to  establish  joint 
objectives  for  protection  of  fisheries,  riparian,  and  water  quality. 
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Fire  Management 

Bureau  Policy 

The  present  Bureau  policy  is  to  aggressively  suppress  all  new  fires  on 
or  threatening  public  lands.   Exceptions  to  this  policy  occur  when  manage- 
ment has  analyzed  alternatives  to  full  suppression  and  prepared  a  written 
course  of  action  prior  to  fire  occurrences.   These  plans  are  termed  Limited 
Suppression  Plans  and  they  establish  criteria  under  which  fires  may  be 
allowed  to  burn  with  little  or  no  suppression  action. 

Less  than  full  suppression  also  occurs  whenever  multiple  fires  ignite 
simultaneously.   In  these  situations,  priority  is  determined  by  value-at- 
risk.   These  values  are  predetermined  by  evaluating  each  resource  separately 
to  determine  either  beneficial  or  detrimental  effects  fire  has  on  that 
resource.  A  numerical  rating  is  given  each  resource,  plus  being  detrimental 
and  minus  beneficial.  After  each  resource  has  been  evaluated  individually, 
the  totals  are  summarized  to  establish  the  values.   Crews  are  dispatched  to 
fires  with  the  highest  values  until  all  crews  are  utilized.   Fires  with 
lower  values  may  have  delayed  suppression  times. 

The  Bureau  cooperates  with  adjacent  landowners  on  a  case-by-case  basis 
to  reduce  fire  hazard  where  efforts  are  cost  effective  and  the  results  will 
benefit  BLM's  fire  management  program.   Cooperative  efforts  may  range  from 
consulting  with  private  landowners  on  hazard  reduction  plans,  to  development 
of  cooperative  agreements  and  performance  of  hazard  reduction. 

Supplemental  District  Policy 

The  suppression  policy  of  the  Boise  District  is  to  extinguish  fires  with 
the  least  amount  of  surface  disturbance  possible.  Whenever  burning 
conditions  and  terrain  are  such  that  direct  attack  is  not  feasible,  the 
suppression  strategy  is  to  burn  out  from  existing  natural  barriers  and 
established  control  points,  such  as  roads. 

Surface  disturbing  equipment,  such  as  bulldozers,  are  utilized  only  with 
management  approval.   First  priority  is  clearing  of  existing  roads  and 
second  priority,  when  all  other  methods  are  exhausted,  is  construction  of 
new  control  lines.  Detailed  specific  guidance  will  be  used  for  each  MUA. 

Rehabilitation  and  Reduction  Actions /Procedures 

Public  lands  affected  by  wildfires  will  be  rehabilitated  to  accomplish 
multiple  use  objectives  and  designed  to  reduce  fire  size.  The  following 
rehabilitation  and  reduction  actions  and  procedures  will  be  applied  in  all 
multiple  use  areas  and  in  both  full  and  limited  suppression  areas. 

1.  Rehabilitation  of  areas,  particularly  large  areas,  that  have  a  high 
potential  for  fires  or  have  a  high  frequency  of  fires,  will  utilize 
irregular  buffer  strips  with  seed  mixtures  that  are  fire  resistant  and/ 
or  meet  watershed  protection,  wildlife  and  riparian  objectives.   These 
buffer  strips  will  receive  first  priority  for  seeding  prior  to  reseeding 
rest  of  burned  area. 
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2.  In  areas  where  the  RMP  goal/objective  is  to  return  the  area  to  an 
improved  ecological  condition,  10  to  25%  of  the  wildfire  burn  area  will 
use  seed  mixtures  to  allow  this  objective  to  be  met. 

3.  Prescribed  burns  (proposed)  may  be  reduced,  postponed  or  cancelled  in 
areas  where  they,  in  combination  with  recent  burns,  would  cause 
significant  cumulative  impacts  to  wildlife  or  watershed  conditions. 

4.  All  grazing  licenses  issued  that  include  areas  recently  burned  and/or 
seeded  areas  will  include  a  statement  concerning  the  amount  of  rest 
needed  in  the  seedings  or  burn  area.  Normally  two  years  of  rest  will  be 
necessary  to  protect  these  areas.  This  rested  area  may  include  remnant 
stands  of  desirable  species  that  survived  the  fire. 

5.  A  Fire  Fuels  Break  Plan  will  be  developed  as  part  of  a  fire  activity 
plan  after  approval  of  the  RMP. 

6.  The  8100  fund  may  be  used  to  implement  the  Fire  Fuels  Break  Plan  where 
range,  wildlife  or  watershed  objectives  are  also  met. 

7.  Seedings  will  include  appropriate  seed  mixtures  to  replace  wildlife 
habitat  that  is  burned. 

Cultural  Resources 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  is  required  to  identify,  evaluate,  and 
protect  and  manage  wisely  cultural  resources  on  public  lands  under  its 
jurisdiction  and  to  ensure  that  Bureau-initiated  or  Bureau-authorized 
actions  do  not  inadvertently  harm  or  destroy  nonfederal  cultural  resources. 
These  requirements  are  mandated  by  the  Antiquities  Act  of  1906,  the 
Reservoir  Salvage  Act  of  1960  as  amended  by  P.L.  933-191,  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969,  the  Archaeological  Resources  Protection 
Act  of  1979,  Section  202  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of 
1976,  and  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966  and  amendments, 
together  with  36  CFR  800. 

Prior  to  commencement  of  any  Bureau-initiated  or  authorized  action, 
which  involves  surface  disturbing  activities,  sale  or  transfer  from  Federal 
management,  the  BLM  will  conduct  or  cause  to  be  conducted,  a  Class  III 
(intensive)  inventory  as  specified  in  BLM  Manual  Section  8111.4.   If 
properties  that  may  be  eligible  for  the  National  Register  are  discovered, 
the  BLM  will  consult  with  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  (SHPO)  and 
forward  the  documentation  to  the  Keeper  of  the  National  Register  to  obtain  a 
determination  of  eligibility  in  accordance  with  36  CFR  Part  63. 

Cultural  resource  values  discovered  in  a  proposed  work  area  will  be 
protected  by  adhering  to  the  following  methods. 

-  Redesigning  or  relocating  the  project. 

-  Salvaging,  through  scientific  methods,  the  cultural  resource  values 
pursuant  to  the  SHPO  agreement. 
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-  Should  the  site  be  determined  to  be  of  significant  value,  and/or  the 
above  mentioned  methods  are  not  considered  adequate,  the  project  will 
be  abandoned. 

All  cultural  sites  identified  as  special  multiple  use  areas  in  the  RMP 
will  be  closed  to  ORV  use  and  surface  occupancy  (applies  to  all  alternatives 
in  the  DEIS). 

All  significant  cultural  sites  (as  determined  by  the  SHPO  and  Advisory 
Council)  will  be  retained  in  federal  ownership. 

All  cultural  sites  known  to  be  eligible  for  National  Register 
nomination,  or  listed  on  the  National  Register  will  be  protected  from 
deterioration. 

The  existing  ruts  of  the  main  route,  north  and  south  alternate  routes  of 
the  Oregon  Trail  and  Kelton  Road  will  be  protected  by  not  allowing 
incompatible  uses  to  occur  within  1/2  mile  corridor  through  which  these 
routes  pass. 

Mineral,  Energy,  and  Geologic  Resources 

BLM  will  manage  geological,  energy,  and  minerals  resources  on  the  public 
lands.   Geological  resources  will  be  managed  so  that  significant  scientific, 
recreational,  and  educational  values  will  be  maintained  or  enhanced. 
Generally,  the  public  lands  are  available  for  mineral  exploration  and 
development,  subject  to  applicable  regulations  and  Federal  and  State  laws. 

Loca table  Minerals  (Gold,  Silver,  Lead,  etc.) 

Areas  within  the  resource  area  will  be  available  for  exploration  and 
development  of  locatable  minerals  except  where  specifically  restricted  or 
excluded.   Mineral  activities  will  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  43  CFR 
3802,  3809  or  3814  as  appropriate. 

Location  of  mining  claims  in  accordance  with  the  State  and  Federal 
mining  laws  and  regulations  is  nondiscretionary.   The  public  lands  are 
available  for  location  of  mining  claims  unless  withdrawn.  Recommendations 
by  BLM  for  withdrawal  are  subject  to  final  consideration  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Department  of  Interior. 

Saleable  Minerals  (Sand  and  Gravel) 

All  mineral  disposals  will  be  made  in  accordance  with  43  CFR  3600.   The 
general  policy  shall  be  to  promote  the  use  of  existing  sites.  New  sites  may 
be  set  up  if  it  is  determined  that  an  existing  site  will  not  meet  the 
applicants  needs  and  site  impacts  can  be  sufficiently  mitigated. 

Exploration  for  new  sites  will  be  the  responsibility  of  the  applicant. 
Exploration  will  be  allowed  where  appropriate  under  a  letter  of 
authorization  from  the  Area  Manager. 
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Leaseable  Minerals  (Oil  and  Gas) 


Energy  and  mineral  leasing  and  mineral  material  sales  are  discretionary 
actions.  Approval  of  an  application  for  lease  or  sale  is  subject  to  an 
environmental  analysis  and  may  include  stipulations  to  protect  other 
resources.   Generally,  the  public  lands  may  be  considered  for  energy  and 
minerals  leasing  and  sale. 

Lease  Applications  -  Upon  receipt  of  a  lease  application  from  the  State 
Office,  the  District  will  review  and  make  recommendations  for  stipulations 
in  accordance  with  43  CFR  3109  and  the  District  Oil  and  Gas  EA. 

Application  for  Permit  to  Drill  (ADP)  and  Notice  of  Staking  (NOS)  - 
Follow  operating  order  #1  and  43  CFR  3160. 

Geophysical  Operations  -  Notices  of  Intent  to  conduct  Oil  and  Gas 
Exploration  Operations  will  be  processed  within  15  days  of  receipt. 
Stipulations  and  mitigation  measures  will  be  applied  in  accordance  with  43 
CFR  3109  and  the  District  Oil  and  Gas  EA. 

Field  examinations  will  be  made  to  insure  compliance  with  stipulations 
on  Applications  for  Permits  to  drill,  Notices  of  Staking,  and  Notices  for 
Geophysical  Operations. 

Leaseable  Mineral  (Geothermal) 

Lease  Applications  -  Upon  receipt  of  a  lease  application  from  the  State 
Office,  the  District  will  review  and  make  recommendations  for  stipulations 
to  protect  resource  values  in  accordance  with  43  CFR  3204  and  the 
District-wide  Geothermal  EA. 

Exploration  Operations  -  A  notice  of  intent  and  permit  to  conduct 
exploration  operations  (geothermal  resources)  will  be  processed  within  30 
days  of  receipt.   Stipulations  and  mitigation  measures  will  be  applied  in 
accordance  with  43  CFR  3209  and  the  District-wide  Geothermal  EA. 

Field  examinations  will  be  made  to  insure  compliance  with  approved 
notices. 

Geologic 

Unique  geologic  features  of  the  district  will  be  protected  and 
interpreted  for  the  public. 

Wilderness 

Preliminary  Recommendations  to  Congress 

Only  Congress  can  designate  an  area  as  wilderness.   BLM  recommends  areas 
suitable  or  nonsui table  for  preservation  as  wilderness.   Those  recommen- 
dations are  preliminary  and  are  subject  to  the  findings  of  mineral  surveys 
and  final  consideration  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  President 
before  being  submitted  to  Congress.   Until  Congress  acts  on  the  President's 
suitability  recommendations,  BLM  will  manage  wilderness  study  areas  in 
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accordance  with  the  Interim  Wilderness  Management  Policy  (IMP).  After 
Congress  acts,  a  different  policy  will  apply,  depending  on  whether  or  not 
Congress  designates  an  area  as  wilderness. 

Areas  Designated  Wilderness 

Areas  designated  as  wilderness  by  Congress  will  be  managed  in  accordance 
with  BLM  Wilderness  Management  Policy.   Specific  management  provisions  will 
be  formulated  in  a  wilderness  management  plan  developed  for  each  area 
following  designation. 

Areas  Not  Designated  Wilderness 

Areas  determined  by  Congress  to  be  nonsuitable  for  wilderness 
designation  will  be  managed  for  other  purposes.  A  tentative  management 
scheme  developed  during  the  planning  process  will  be  given  final 
consideration  following  Congressional  action  on  the  President's  suitability 
recommendations . 

Recreation 

Recreation  Management 

BLM  will  manage  recreation  on  the  public  lands.  A  variety  of  means  to 
maintain  or  improve  recreation  opportunities  will  be  considered.   Some  areas 
may  be  subject  to  special  restrictions  to  protect  resources  or  eliminate  or 
reduce  conflicts  among  uses. 

The  Boise  District  will  provide  and  maintain  recreation  opportunities 
and  facilities  on  public  lands.  Recreation  facilities  are  provided  to  meet 
existing  or  anticipated  demand,  for  public  safety  and  to  protect  recreation 
resources. 

Oregon  National  Historic  Trail 

The  Boise  District  will  manage  the  Oregon  Trail  in  accordance  with 
guidelines  established  in  the  National  Park  Service  Plan  and  in  accordance 
with  provisions  of  PL  90-543  and  PL  95-625. 

Potential  National  Rivers 

Federal  land  management  agencies  are  responsible  for  evaluating  certain 
rivers  to  determine  suitability  for  inclusion  in  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
System.   For  those  rivers  determined  to  be  suitable,  the  agencies  will 
provide  protection  by  preparing  recommendations  to  have  rivers  designated 
and  by  taking  immediate  action  to  protect  them.   Prior  to  the  time 
suitability  recommendations  have  been  acted  upon  by  Congress,  the  rivers 
will  be  treated  as  though  they  were  components  of  the  National  Wild  and 
Scenic  River  system.   The  Bruneau  and  Jarbidge  Rivers  and  Sheep  Creek  will 
be  managed  accordingly  by  the  District  until  Congress  acts.   The  South  Fork 
of  the  Boise  River  will  be  recommended  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  as  a 
potential  study  river  to  determine  if  the  river  meets  the  criteria  for 
suitability  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System. 
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Motorized  Recreation  Vehicle  Access  and  Use 


Through  the  planning  process,  public  lands  will  be  placed  in  one  of 
three  categories  for  purposes  of  controlling  motorized  vehicle  access: 
open,  limited,  and  closed.   Guidelines  for  these  categories  are  as  follows: 

Open  -  Motorized  vehicles  may  travel  anywhere. 

Limited  -  Motorized  vehicles  are  permitted,  subject  to  specified 
conditions  such  as  seasonal  limitations,  speed  limits,  and 
designated  routes  of  travel  as  developed  during  subsequent  activity 
planning. 

Closed  -  Motorized  vehicles  are  prohibited. 
Paleontologic  Resources 

Paleontologic  resources  will  be  managed  to  protect  and  maintain  or 
enhance  sites  or  areas  for  their  scientific  and  educational  values. 

Visual  Resource  Management 

The  visual  or  scenic  values  of  the  public  lands  will  be  considered 
whenever  any  physical  actions  are  proposed  on  BLM  lands.  The  degree  of 
alterations  to  the  natural  landscape  will  be  guided  by  the  criteria 
established  for  the  four  Visual  Resource  Management  Classes  as  outlined  in 
BLM  8400.   VRM  Classes  will  be  managed  as  shown  on  Map  3-8. 

Forest  Management 

The  public  lands  in  the  district  containing  commercial  timber  or  other 
forest  products  such  as  firewood,  posts  and  poles,  and  Christmas  trees  will 
be  considered  for  harvest  except  where  expressly  closed  by  law  or 
regulation.   Some  areas  may  also  be  subject  to  special  restrictions  to 
protect  resources. 

Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 

Areas  of  critical  environmental  concern  (ACEC)  are  established  through 
the  planning  process  as  provided  in  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management 
Act  for  "...  areas  within  the  public  lands  where  special  management  attention 
is  required  (when  such  areas  are  developed  or  used  or  where  no  development 
is  required)  to  protect  and  prevent  irrepairable  damage  to  important 
historic,  cultural  or  scenic  values,  fish  and  wildlife  resources,  or  other 
natural  systems  or  processes,  or  to  protect  life  and  safety  from  natural 
hazards."  Management  will  be  tailored  to  the  specific  needs  of  each  ACEC. 

Coordination  With  Other  Agencies,  State  and  Local  Governments,  and  Indian 
Tribes 

BLM  will  coordinate  its  review  of  detailed  management  plans  (activity) 
and  individual  projects  prepared  in  conjunctions  with  the  RMP  to  ensure 
consistency  with  officially  adopted  and  approved  plans,  policies,  and 
programs  of  other  federal  agencies,  state  and  local  governments,  and  Indian 
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tribes.   Cooperative  agreements  and  memoranda  of  understanding  will  be 
developed,  as  necessary,  to  promote  close  cooperation  between  BLM  and  other 
federal  agencies,  state  and  local  governments,  and  Indian  tribes. 

Weeds  (Control  of  Noxious) 

BLM  districts  will  work  with  their  respective  County  governments  to 
monitor  the  location  and  spread  of  noxious  weeds  and  to  maintain  up-to-date 
inventory  records.   BLM  will  control  the  spread  of  noxious  weeds  on  public 
lands  where  possible,  where  economically  feasible,  and  to  the  extent  that 
funds  are  prioritized  for  that  purpose. 

Where  weed  control  is  warranted,  the  Bureau  will  consider  alternatives 
including  herbicide  applications,  plow  and  seed,  burn  and  seed,  livestock 
grazing  strategy,  and  biological  controls.   Coordination  with  adjoining 
landowners  will  be  pursued  if  appropriate.   If  herbicide  application  is 
selected  as  the  preferred  method  of  control  through  the  environmental 
analysis  process,  application  will  be  made  through  the  Idaho  State  Director 
to  the  BLM  Director  in  Washington  D.C.  This  application  will  indicate  all 
pertinent  data  including  chemicals,  rate,  and  method  of  application  and 
target  plant  species.   Herbicide  applications  will  be  applied  under  the 
directions  of  a  licensed  pesticide  applicator  and  every  effort  will  be  taken 
to  assure  public  safety. 

Public  Utilities 

Generally,  public  lands  may  be  considered  for  the  installation  of  public 
utilities,  except  where  expressly  closed  by  law  or  regulation.   Project 
approval  will  be  subject  to  preparation  of  an  environmental  assessment  or 
environmental  impact  statement.   BLM  will  work  closely  with  the  Idaho  Public 
Utilities  Commission,  other  state  and  federal  agencies,  local  governments, 
utility  companies,  and  other  interested  parties  to  determine  appropriate 
locations  and  environmental  safeguards  for  public  utilities  involving  public 
lands . 

Economic  and  Social  Considerations 

BLM  will  ensure  that  any  management  action  undertaken  in  connection  with 
this  plan  is  cost-effective  and  takes  into  account  local  social  and  economic 
factors.   Cost-effectiveness  may  be  determined  by  any  method  deemed 
appropriate  by  the  Bureau  for  the  specific  management  action  involved. 

Detailed  Management  (Activity)  Plans 

The  RMP  provides  general  guidance  for  the  resource  area.  More  detailed 
management  plans,  called  activity  plans,  will  be  prepared  to  deal  with  areas 
where  a  greater  level  of  detail  is  required.  Activity  plans  will  indicate 
specific  management  practices,  improvements,  allocations,  and  other 
information  for  a  particular  site  or  area.   They  will  be  prepared  for  most 
major  BLM  programs  such  as  range  (allotment  management  plans),  recreation 
(recreation  area  management  plans),  wildlife  (habitat  management  plans), 
wilderness  (wilderness  management  plans),  and  cultural  resources  (cultural 
resource  activity  plans).  Where  two  or  more  activities  have  activity  plan 
needs  in  the  same  general  area,  a  single  consolidated  activity  plan  may  be 


102 


Resource  Management  Guidelines 


prepared.   Coordination,  consultation,  and  public  involvement  are  integral 
parts  in  the  formulation  of  activity  plans. 

Environmental  Reviews 

The  NEPA  process  will  be  followed  on  all  projects  prior  to  approval. 
This  site-specific  analysis  will  allow  some  projects  to  be  considered  under 
provisions  of  the  categorical  review  process  and  others  to  be  considered 
under  the  environmental  assessment  process. 

Plan  Maintenance 

Resource  management  plans  and  supporting  components  shall  be  maintained 
as  necessary  to  reflect  minor  changes  in  data.   Such  maintenance  is  limited 
to  further  refining  or  documenting  a  previously  approved  decision 
incorporated  into  the  plan.  Maintenance  shall  not  result  in  expansion  in 
the  scope  of  resource  uses  or  restrictions,  or  change  the  terms,  conditions, 
and  decisions  of  the  approved  plan.  Maintenance  is  not  considered  a  plan 
amendment  and  does  not  require  formal  public  involvement  and  interagency 
coordination  or  the  preparation  of  an  environmental  assessment  or 
environmental  impact  statement. 

Plan  Amendments 

A  resource  management  plan  may  be  changed  through  amendment.   An  amend- 
ment shall  be  initiated  by  the  need  to  consider  monitoring  and  evaluation 
findings,  new  data,  new  or  revised  policy,  a  change  in  circumstances  or  a 
proposed  action  that  may  result  in  a  change  in  the  scope  of  resource  uses  or 
a  change  in  the  terms,  conditions  and  decisions  of  the  approved  plan.  An 
amendment  shall  be  made  through  an  environmental  impact  statement,  if 
necessary,  public  involvement,  interagency  coordination  and  consistency 
determination  and  any  other  data  or  analysis  that  may  be  appropriate.   In 
all  cases,  the  effect  of  the  amendment  on  the  plan  shall  be  evaluated. 

Examples  of  actions  which  would  require  an  amendment  include  disposal  of 
land  not  identified  for  transfer,  change  in  management  objectives  for  an 
area  or  resource,  or  changes  in  special  designations.  Additional  range 
improvement  projects  (fences,  pipelines,  reservoirs,  spring  developments) 
not  originally  identified  in  a  plan,  may  be  approved  through  the  NEPA 
process  without  a  plan  amendment  if  the  project  is  in  conformance  with  the 
management  objectives  of  the  multiple  use  area  and  is  not  in  conflict  with 
the  management  guidelines  and  objectives  of  other  resource  activities. 


Support  Requirements 


Land  Transfer  and  Utility  ROWs 

Cadastral  survey  services  would  be  needed  to  locate  public  land 

boundaries  and  appraisal  reports  would  be  needed  to  estimate  value  of  lands 

offered  for  sales  and  exchanges.   Legal  services  to  review  legal  real  estate 
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documents  would  also  be  needed.   Engineering  support  would  be  needed  to 
review  design  specifications  (analysis)  on  utility  ROW  proposals  (power 
lines,  gas  lines,  phone  lines,  roads,  etc.)  Appraisal  support  for  valuation 
of  ROWs  would  be  needed. 

Water,  Soil,  and  Air 

Fire  management  support  would  be  needed  to  reduce  damage  by  wild  fire 
and  engineering  services  (operations)  would  be  needed  for  fire 
rehabilitation  (reseeding  to  reduce  soil  erosion).   Legal  support  for 
enforcement  and  monitoring  of  runoff  at  Hagerman  and  protective  language 
would  be  needed  on  Narrows  DLE  to  cover  protection  of  Sand  Point  ACEC. 

Livestock  and  Wild  Horse  Management 

Engineering  and  fire  management  support  would  be  needed  for  project 
layout,  design,  and  implementation.   Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
coordination  would  be  needed  for  prescribed  burn  projects  in  sage  grouse 
habitat.   Coordination  with  BLM  wild  horse  distribution  centers  would  be 
necessary  prior  to  roundup. 

Wildlife  (Terrestrial  and  Aquatic) 

Close  coordination  with  Idaho  and  Nevada  Fish  and  Game  agencies  would  be 
needed  for  big  game  reestablishment  (bighorn  sheep,  elk)  and  habitat 
modification  for  sage  grouse.   Fire  management  support  would  be  required  to 
protect  crucial  habitats  and  to  control  prescribed  burning  projects. 
Engineering  and  operations  support  for  gap  fencing,  aquatic  habitat 
structures  and  riparian  area  improvement  projects  would  also  be  needed. 

Fire  Management 

Support  from  Boise  Interagency  Fire  Center  and  other  fire  fighting  units 
for  presuppression  and  suppression  planning  and  equipment  would  be  needed. 

Wilderness 

Fire  management  support  would  be  required  to  manage  natural  fires  to 
meet  resource  objectives  and  protect  wilderness  values.   USGS  and  Bureau  of 
Mines  support  for  conducting  mineral  surveys  would  be  required  for  all  WSAs 
recommended  as  preliminarily  suitable  for  wilderness  designation. 

Minerals  (Energy  and  Nonenergy) 

Cadastral  services  to  locate  public  land  boundaries  and  cultural  and 
historical  clearances  would  be  needed. 

Recreation 

Fire  management  support  would  be  needed  for  managing  natural  fire  to 
protect  significant  resources.   Engineering  services  support  would  be  needed 
for  the  design  and  development  of  proposed  facilities  that  would  be 
identified  from  RAMPs.   Cartographic  services  for  information  brochures  and 
ORV  plan  maps  would  be  needed. 
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Special  Designations 


Areas  identified  for  special  designations  (ACECs,  National  Register, 
Wild  and  Scenic  River,  National  Historic  Trail,  SRMAs,  etc.)  would  need 
support  of  fire  management  to  protect  the  significant  resources  and 
associated  values.   Coordination  with  the  State  Historic  Preservation 
Office,  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  Department,  Idaho  Parks  and  Recreation 
Department,  and  Idaho  Department  of  Water  Resources  would  be  required. 


Consistency  with  Other  Plans 


Land  Transfer  and  Utility  ROWs 

Coordination  and  conferring  with  affected  state  and  local  governments 
would  continue  prior  to  final  disposal  decisions.   The  magnitude  of  DLE/CA 
acreages  identified  for  transfer  in  the  preferred  plan,  may  not  be  in  total 
agreement  (acreage  available)  with  the  Idaho  Department  of  Water  Resources 
(DWR)  State  Water  Plan  Objectives  for  agricultural  development.   The  State 
Water  Plan  does  specifically  recognize  the  limitation  of  water  availability 
from  the  Snake  River  Basin  and  that  not  all  identified  DLE/CA  projects  would 
have  water. 

The  current  Idaho  Power  Company  lawsuit  involving  Swan  Falls  Dam  (water 
rights)  and  legislative  proposals  to  make  hydropower  water  rights 
subordinate  to  agricultural  water  rights  suggest  that  this  case  may  not  be 
resolved  within  the  20  year  scope  of  this  plan. 

Secondly,  the  legal  requirements  of  the  Wild  Horse  and  Burro  Act 
requires  that  habitat  to  support  a  viable  wild  horse  herd  be  protected.   The 
wild  horse  objective  of  this  plan  is  consistent  with  federal  law  but  does 
reduce  the  availability  of  potential  agricultural  DLE/CA  lands  and  the 
achievement  of  DWR  objectives  for  agricultural  development. 

The  concept  of  identifying  sensitive  areas  to  be  avoided  has  received 
support  from  state  and  local  governments  and  most  utility  companies. 
However,  the  location  of  some  of  these  avoidance  areas  may  be  in  conflict 
with  the  long  term  (40-year)  implementation  proposal  to  meet  power  needs 
identified  by  the  Western  Power  Group.   However,  existing  ROW  locations  and 
utility  ROW  routes  identified  in  previous  environmental  impact  statements 
still  remain  available  for  ROW  developments. 

Water,  Soil,  and  Air 

Action  by  BLM  for  protection  of  highly  erosion  hazard  are  consistent 
with  federal  (SCS),  local  (Soil  Conservation  District)  and  county  plans. 

Livestock  and  Wild  Horse  Management 

Continuation  of  livestock  grazing  on  the  public  lands  is  consistent  with 
state  and  county  goals  for  maintaining  a  healthy  economy,  a  varied  economic 
base  and  a  quality  of  social  well  being. 
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Wildlife  (Terrestrial  and  Aquatic) 

The  actions  outlined  in  the  plan  are  consistent  with  Idaho  Fish  and  Game 
Department's  big  game  population  goals  and  the  fisheries  management  plan. 

Fire  Management 

The  fire  management  concepts  and  actions  are  consistent  with  state  and 
local  government  objectives. 

Wilderness 

Existing  state  plans  do  not  address  designation  of  specific  wilderness 
areas.   The  Statewide  Comprehensive  Outdoor  Recreation  Plan  (SCORP)  supports 
a  preservation  of  Idaho's  Natural  Heritage.   The  current  Owyhee  County  Land 
Use  Plan  (1974)  did  not  address  wilderness. 

Minerals  (Energy  and  Nonenergy) 

The  local  land  use  plan  supports  the  development  of  mineral  resources  in 
a  manner  compatible  with  environmental  goals  (protect  streams  and  minimize 
unfavorable  visual  impacts). 

Recreation 

The  specific  management  of  recreation  on  public  lands  was  not  addressed 
in  the  Idaho  Statewide  Comprehensive  Outdoor  Recreation  Plan  (SCORP)  or  in 
local  plans.   However,  the  recreation  objectives  of  the  RMP  are  consistent 
with  the  overall  objectives  of  the  SCORP  and  the  Idaho  State  Water  Plan 
(Bruneau  River  protection)  and  with  the  National  Park  Services  Comprehensive 
Management  and  Use  Plan  for  the  Oregon  Trail.   ORV  actions  appear  to  be 
consistent  with  existent  state  and  local  government  plans  and  ordinances. 

Special  Designations 

The  protection  of  resources  with  significant  recreation,  wildlife, 
cultural,  historical,  and  paleontologic  values  are  consistent  with  the 
respective  state  agency  plans,  policies,  and  programs.   Local  agency  plans 
do  not  address  the  protection  of  the  specific  sites  identified  in  this  plan. 


Implementation 


Land  Transfer  and  Utility  ROWs 

Land  reports  and  environmental  assessments  and  required  clearances  for 
cultural  and  paleontologic  resources  would  be  prepared  for  all  proposals. 
Those  projects  identified  to  be  in  the  public  interests  and  that  have 
minimal  or  no  significant  adverse  impacts  to  other  public  resources  would  be 
approved. 
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Implementation 


Areas  identified  as  sensitive  (for  wildlife,  riparian  protection, 
recreation,  scenic  beauty,  cultural  and  paleontologic)  have  been  identified 
as  avoidance  areas.   The  remaining  public  lands  in  the  resource  area  are 
available  for  possible  location  of  ROWs.   Environmental  assessments  and 
required  clearances  would  be  prepared  for  all  projects. 

Water,  Soil,  and  Air 

Site  specific  projects  would  be  reviewed  for  compliance  with  laws, 
rules,  and  regulations.   Particular  attention  to  project  design  in  areas  of 
high  erosion  hazard  potential. 

Livestock  and  Wild  Horse  Management 

Rangeland  Program  Summaries  (RPS)  would  be  issued  to  summarized  grazing 
levels,  show  allotment  categories  and  help  establish  project  priorities  for 
livestock  improvements  on  public  land.   Site  specific  grazing  use 
adjustments  would  be  described  in  the  RPSs  developed.   Allotment  management 
plans  would  be  developed  on  specific  allotments,  and  would  include 
benefit/cost  analysis  and  environmental  assessments  of  specific  facilities 
and  management  actions.   The  wild  horse  herd  and  its  habitat  would  be 
monitored  and  round  ups  would  be  scheduled  at  intervals  that  ensure 
maintenance  of  objective  numbers  and  habitat  quality. 

Wildlife  (Terrestrial  and  Aquatic) 

Crucial  habitats  (big  game  winter  ranges)  would  be  monitored  to  ensure 
maximum  opportunity  for  survival  to  occur.  ACEC  designation  and  provisions 
would  be  applied  to  bighorn  sheep  habitat.   Project  development  would  be 
programmed. 

Fire  Management 

District  fire  crews  would  be  used  for  initial  suppression  efforts. 
Additional  fire  fighters  and  support  services  of  BIFC  or  other  individuals 
could  be  called  in  to  help  suppress  large  uncontrolled  fires.   Fire 
management  plans  would  be  developed  for  each  multiple  use  area. 

Wilderness 

A  wilderness  study  report  would  be  prepared  along  with  a  separate 
wilderness  environmental  impact  statement  for  the  Wilderness  Study  Areas 
discussed  in  this  RMP  and  final  EIS.   The  report  would  be  forwarded  to 
Congress  through  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.   Only  Congress  has  the 
authority  to  add  an  area  to  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation  System. 

Minerals  (Energy  and  Nonenergy) 

Procedures  outlined  in  current  laws  and  regulations  (federal  and  state) 
would  be  applied  to  all  applications.   Mineral  reports  and  environmental 
assessments  would  be  prepared  and  appropriate  clearances  obtained.   Standard 
and  special  stipulations  would  be  followed. 
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Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan 


Recreation 

Projects  identified  through  the  RAMPs  would  be  consistent  with  ROS 
management  objectives.   Individual  site  plans  would  be  prepared  for  new 
facility  developments.  An  ORV  plan  and  maps  covering  the  Resource  Area 
would  have  to  be  prepared  showing  areas  closed  or  with  limitations. 

Special  Designations 

Department  of  the  Interior  approval  for  administrative  actions  would  be 
sought  for  National  Register  designation.   Congressional  action  for  wild  and 
scenic  river  designation  is  being  sought  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 


108 


JARBIDGE   RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN/ 

ENVIRONMENTAL   IMPACT  STATEMENT 

1984 

MAP  2 
LAND  STATUS 


Public  Land 
National  Forest 
State  Land 
Military  Withdrawal 
Private  &  Other 


R.  56  E.  R.  57 


JARBIDGE   RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  /  ENVIRONMENTAL   IMPACT  STATEMENT 

1984 

MAP  3 

MULTIPLE   USE  AREAS 


1 

Andersen  Ranch  -  Boise  River 

2 

Upper  Bennett 

3 

Lower  Bennett 

4 

Snake  River  Riparian 

5 

Snake  River  Birds  of  Prey 

6 

Savior  Creek  West 

7 

Savior  Creek  East 

8 

Hagerman  Fossil  Beds 

9 

Hagerman  ORV 

10 

Bruneau  -  Sheep  Creek 

11 

Inside  Desert 

12 

West  Devil 

13 

East  Devil 

14 

Salmon  Falls  Creek 

15 

Jarbidge  Foothills 

16 

Diamond  "A" 

\R.  13  E 

0    12    3   4    5    1 

I I 

Scale   .n   Miles 


JARBIDGE   PROPOSED   RESOURCE   MANAGEMENT  PLAN  and  FINAL   ENVIRONMENTAL   IMPACT  STATEMENT 

JUNE   1985 

MAP   4 
PROPOSED  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 


Alternative  C 


Limited 


1  Salmon  Falls  Creek  Canyon  (SRMA  -  outstanding  natural  area) 

2  Bruneau-Jarbidge  Wild  &  Scenic  River  {proposed) 

3  Snake  River  Riparian 

4  Snake  River  Birds  of  Prey 

5  Saylor  Creek  Wild  Horse  Herd 

6  Bruneau   /  Jarbidge  River   A  C  E  C 

7  Bruneau  -Sheep  Creek  WSA  and  Jarbidge  WSA  (recommended  suitable) 

8  Hagerman  Fossil  Beds 

ntensive 


Moderate 
Transfer 


R  56  E.  lilt 


JARBIDGE   PROPOSED   RESOURCE   MANAGEMENT  PLAN  and  FINAL    ENVIRONMENTAL   IMPACT  STATEMENT 

JUNE   1985 

MAP  5 

AREAS  OF  CRITICAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN 

ACEC  Designation  (proposed) 

Sand  Point  Paleontological  Site 


I    2    |       Hagerman  Fossil  Area 


Bruneau/ Jarbidge  River  ACEC 
Big  Horn  Sheep  Habitat  &  Arch  Canyon) 


0    12    3   4    5 

L     1       1_     1       _L     J 

Scale   in   Miles 


JARBIDGE  PROPOSED   RESOURCE   MANAGEMENT  PLAN  and  FINAL   ENVIRONMENTAL   IMPACT  STATEMENT 

JUNE   1985 

MAP  6 

OFF   ROAD  VEHICLE  DESIGNATIONS 


Alternative  C 


T~~l  Limited 


—  — Oregon  Trail  Ruts  Limited 


r~2~]  Closed 

•      Sandpoint  and  Cultural  Sites 
Closed 


JARBIDGE   PROPOSED   RESOURCE   MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

and 

FINAL    ENVIRONMENTAL    IMPACT  STATEMENT 

JUNE   1985 


MAP  7 
UTILITY   LINES /UTILITY  AVOIDANCE 

Utility  Lines 


Proposed 


-— ■-      Powerlines 

i ii 1     Pipeline!  (Natural  gas) 

LLi  Communication  Sitej 

Power  Co.  Proposal 
Power  Council  Proposal 


Avoidance  Areas  (Preferred  Alternative) 

Saylor  Creek  Gunnery  Range 

Hagerman  Fossil  Beds 

Sand  Point  Paleontological  Aiea 

Otegon  Trail  Rulled  Segments 
l    6     l     Bruneau  Dunes  State  Park  Periphery 
m     Btuneau-JarbidgeWildB  Scenic  River  (Recommended) 
S.~J.    !      Arch  Canyon  ACEC  Addition 

_B__ !      Bruneau -Sheep  Creek  WSA  (Recommended  Wilderness)  additions 
L  T.J     Jaib.dqe  Riyei  WSA  (Recommended  Wilderness) 
10         Dry  Lake  Beds  Cultural  District 


Falls  Creek  Canyon  SRMA  -  Ouistaiirjirtg  Natural  / 


/  ' 

1             R.5E. 

\ 4 

4           SHAX£_ 

®t4 

/    1 

y. 

1                J" 

JARBIDGE  PROPOSED   RESOURCE   MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

and 

FINAL   ENVIRONMENTAL   IMPACT  STATEMENT 

JUNE   1985 

MAP  8 

PROPOSED   LOCATION 

OF 

LAND  TREATMENT  PROJECTS 

I    Wildlife  Land  Treatment 
Livestock  Land  Treatment 
ESS3    Wildlife  &  Livestock  Land  Treatment 


Number 


PART  II 


FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


JARBIDGE  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


Portions  of  Owyhee,  Elmore  and  Twin  Falls  Counties,  Idaho 
and  Elko  County,  Nevada 


1.  Responsible  Agency:   United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

2.  Draft   (    )  Final   (  X  ) 

3.  Administrative  Action   (  X  )    Legislative  Action  (    ) 

4.  Abstract:   This  proposed  resource  management  plan  and  environmental 
impact  statement  describes  and  analyzes  four  alternatives  and  two 
subalternatives  for  managing  1,690,473  acres  of  public  land  in  the 
Jarbidge  Resource  Area,  Boise  District.   Alternative  A  would  continue 
present  management.   Alternative  B  would  favor  higher  livestock  stocking 
rates,  more  range  improvements,  agricultural  development,  and  transfer 
of  lands  out  of  Federal  ownership.   Alternative  C,  the  Preferred 
Alternative,  would  pursue  a  balanced  approach  to  multiple  use,  allowing 
production  and  use  of  commodity  resources  and  commercial  use  authori- 
zation while  protecting  fragile  resources  and  wildlife  habitat, 
preserving  natural  systems  and  cultural  values,  and  allowing  for 
nonconsumptive  resource  uses.   Subalternative  C  would  be  the  same  as 
Alternative  C  except  that  an  additional  88,026  acres  would  be 
recommended  suitable  for  wilderness  designation.   Alternative  D  would 
favor  habitat  management  to  increase  wildlife  populations,  and  oppor- 
tunities for  general  dispersed  recreation.   Subalternative  D  would  be 
the  same  as  Alternative  D  except  that  there  would  be  no  livestock 
grazing. 

5.  Comments  Have  Been  Requested  and  Received  from  the  Following: 

Comments  were  requested  from  those  agencies,  organizations  and 
individuals  listed  on  pages  5-3  through  5-6  and  received  from  those 
listed  on  pages  5-7  through  5-11. 

6.  Dates  Draft  Statement  Made  Available  to  the  EPA  and  the  Public: 

Draft:  September  21,  1984  -  available  to  the  public 
September  28,  1984  -  filed  with  the  EPA 

7.  For  Further  Information  Contact: 

Gary  Carson,  Area  Manager 

or 
Ted  Milesnick,  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Boise  District  Office 
3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  Idaho  83705 
Telephone:   (208)  334-1582 
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PART  II 
SUMMARY 


This  final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  describes  four  alternatives 
and  two  sub  alternatives  for  managing  1,690,473  acres  of  public  lands  in  the 
Jarbidge  Resource  Area  (JRA),  Boise  District.   Each  alternative  provides  a 
separate  and  different  management  prescription  for  managing  the  public  lands 
and  ranges  from  an  overall  production  emphasis  to  overall  protection 
emphasis. 

The  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  is  developed  to  guide  the  management 
of  public  land  resources  in  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area  and  ensure  that  these 
lands  and  resources  are  planned  and  managed  in  accordance  with  the 
principles  of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  and  other  principles  as 
outlined  in  BLM  planning  regulations.   To  achieve  this,  the  planning  process 
must  be  responsive  to  the  major  issues  identified  by  the  public  and  within 
the  boundaries  of  current  laws,  rules  and  regulations,  and  national  and 
state  policies.   The  contents  of  the  four  alternative  plans  are  primarily 
focused  on  resolving  the  following  nine  key  issues  identified  by  the 
public:   land  tenure  and  adjustment;  livestock  grazing;  management  of 
wildlife  resources  (terrestrial,  riparian  and  aquatic  habitats);  wilderness 
management;  recreation;  soil,  water,  and  air;  energy  and  mineral  exploration 
and  development;  fire  management,  and  special  designations.   Special 
management  concerns  addressed  include  cultural  resource  protection, 
paleontologic  resource  protection,  timber  management,  and  social  and 
economic  changes. 

The  RMP  is  also  the  framework  plan  by  which  other,  more  specific, 
activity  plans  will  be  developed. 

The  four  alternatives  and  two  subalternatives  are  summarized  as  follows: 

ALTERNATIVE  A 

This  alternative  is  the  "No  Action"  alternative  and  proposes  management 
of  public  resources  at  their  current  levels  of  use  and  production. 

Land  tenure  adjustment  would  see  a  maximum  of  89,575  acres  considered 
for  transfer  from  federal  ownership.   Of  this,  71,615  acres  would  be 
considered  for  farm  development  under  the  Desert  Land  Act  (DLE)  and  Carey 
Act  (CA)  programs.   Utility  ROWs  would  be  restricted  on  10%  of  the  JRA. 

A  ten  fold  increase  in  soil  erosion  (wind  blown)  would  occur  on  58,489 
acres  of  high  erosion  hazard  classed  lands  identified  for  transfer. 
Additional  erosion  would  result  on  the  1,143  acres  identified  for  timber 
harvest. 

Livestock  grazing  would  be  maintained  at  the  current  five  year  average 
of  165,006  AUMs.   No  new  range  improvement  or  land  treatment  projects  would 
be  initiated.   Grazing  management  would  remain  unchanged.   Grazing  levels 
would  be  reduced  to  149,867  AUMs  over  the  20  year  period  because  of  land 
transfer.   Limited  fire  suppression  management  would  continue  on  499,712 


acres.  Native  range  condition  would  remain  unchanged  over  time.  Wild  horse 
herd  levels  would  be  sustained  and  forage  in  the  amount  of  600  AUMs  would  be 
provided  to  support  50  head. 

Wildlife  populations  would  remain  basically  unchanged  for  mule  deer  and 
elk  yearlong  but  would  be  reduced  for  wintering  deer  because  of  decline  of 
quality  habitat.   Bighorn  sheep  populations  would  increase  naturally  from  25 
to  approximately  365  and  antelope  would  increase  naturally  from  660  to 
1,340.   Competitive  forage  use  level  of  2,769  AUMs  would  be  provided.   Sage 
grouse  habitat  conditions  would  remain  unchanged  while  nesting  complex  would 
be  reduced  in  size  from  expected  wildfires. 

Agricultural  development  would  eliminate  25%  of  the  native  habitat 
adjacent  to  the  Snake  River.   Major  prey  species  would  be  reduced  and  the 
number  and  varieties  of  raptors  would  decline  due  to  the  elimination  of 
their  food  supply.   A  nesting  area  containing  20-25  pairs  of  long-billed 
curlews  would  be  lost. 

Riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  would  improve  as  a  result  of  fencing  Dive 
Creek.   Remaining  areas  would  not  change. 

There  would  be  no  prescribed  burns  used  to  improve  rangelands.   Fire 
management  costs  would  be  expected  to  increase  $20-25, 000/year  in  full 
suppression  areas  (fires  in  agricultural  development  areas  would  be 
principle  reason  for  increase)  and  decrease  in  limited  suppression  areas. 
The  acreage  burned  in  the  limited  suppression  area  would  increase  by  5-10%. 

Mineral  activity  shows  that  87%  of  the  JRA  is  open  to  leasables  and  91% 
open  to  locatables.   Sand  and  gravel  for  road  construction  in  new 
agricultural  areas  would  deplete  sources  in  high  use  areas  and  decrease  BLMs 
ability  to  provide  for  road  districts  needs  after  20  years.   Withdrawals 
totaling  158,886  acres  would  be  in  effect. 

None  of  the  three  WSAs  are  recommended  for  wilderness.   The  208,833 
acres  would  be  managed  for  a  mixture  of  other  multiple  uses.   The  Bruneau, 
Sheep  Creek  and  Jarbidge  Rivers  would  be  protected  and  managed  as  a  SRMA 
unless  Congress  acts  to  designate  them  as  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers. 
Wilderness  characteristics  would  be  maintained  on  126,932  acres  and 
reduced/lost  on  81,901  acres. 

The  Salmon  Falls  Creek  area  would  be  designated  an  Outstanding  Natural 
Area  and  along  with  Salmon  Falls  Reservoir  would  be  a  Special  Recreation 
Management  Area.   The  Bruneau/Jarbidge  Rivers  would  be  managed  for  white 
water  recreation.   Motorized  vehicle  recreation  would  be  unrestricted  on  88% 
of  the  JRA,  limited  on  5%,  and  closed  on  7%.   Recreation  use  would  increase 
from  2,050,000  activity  occasions  to  3,500,000  activity  occasions  by  the 
year  1995. 

Cultural  resource  sites  would  be  managed  under  standard  operating 
procedures  (SOPs).   Although  the  Oregon  Trail  would  receive  special 
protection,  other  cultural  sites  would  continue  to  deteriorate  in  value 
because  of  livestock  trampling,  erosion,  and  vandalism. 
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Paleontological  resources  would  be  protected  only  by  SOPs.   Ten  known 
sites  would  be  lost  or  severely  damaged  from  land  transfer.   The  Sand  Point 
site  may  lose  significant  value. 

An  allowable  cut  level  would  be  applied  on  1,143  acres  in  the  Upper 
Bennett  and  Anderson  Ranch/Boise  River  areas.   Cutting  would  permit  a 
harvest  of  1,540  Mbdft.   Recreation  wood  cutting  would  continue. 

By  the  end  of  the  20  year  period  there  would  be  a  net  increase  of  $2.4 
million  in  income  per  year  and  a  net  increase  of  346  jobs  resulting  from 
transfers  of  land  to  agricultural  development,  increased  recreation  use  and 
increased  livestock  use  of  the  public  lands. 

ALTERNATIVE  B 

This  alternative  emphasizes  the  production  mode  of  public  resource 
management.   Agricultural  land  development,  livestock  grazing,  land 
transfers,  mineral  exploration  and  development,  and  timber  production 
receive  management  emphasis.   Developed  recreation,  including  the  least 
amount  on  restriction  on  motorized  vehicle  recreation  (ORVs),  is  also 
emphasized. 

Land  tenure  adjustments  would  see  a  maximum  of  160,154  acres  analyzed 
for  possible  transfer  from  federal  ownership.   Of  this  142,194  acres  would 
be  considered  for  farm  development  under  DLE/CA  programs.   Utility  ROWs 
would  be  restricted  on  10%  of  the  JRA. 

A  ten  fold  increase  in  soil  erosion  (wind  blown)  would  occur  on  118,000 
acres  of  high  erosion  hazard  classed  lands  identified  for  transfer. 
Additional  erosion  would  result  on  the  1,143  acres  identified  for  timber 
harvest.   Increased  grazing  levels  would  also  cause  some  additional 
erosion.   Erosion,  soil  compaction,  etc.  would  be  reduced  on  the  59  miles  of 
stream  managed  to  improve  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat. 

Livestock  use  would  initially  be  stocked  at  205,070  AUMs,  an  increase  of 
24%.   Range  improvements  include  140  miles  of  pipelines  and  163  miles  of 
fencing.   Land  treatments  would  include  36,880  acres  of  brush  control, 
15,600  acres  of  brush  control  and  reseeding  and  95,718  acres  of  seeding  only 
(no  brush  control  needed).   The  long-term  livestock  use  levels  would  be 
335,180  AUMs.   Limited  fire  suppression  management  would  be  applied  to 
388,730  acres.   The  percentage  of  native  range  in  good  or  fair  condition 
would  decline  from  14%  to  12%  while  the  percentage  of  poor  condition  would 
be  reduced  from  48%  to  35%;  burned  areas  would  increase  from  12%  to  14%  and 
reseeded  lands  would  increase  from  22%  to  33%.   The  Say lor  Creek  wild  horse 
herd  would  be  eliminated. 

Wildlife  populations  would  be  reduced  for  mule  deer  (yearlong  and 
winter)  because  of  decreases  in  habitat  quality  and  increases  in  livestock 
competition.   Elk  populations  would  decline  as  much  as  72%  (wintering  elk) 
because  of  a  decrease  of  habitat  carrying  capacity  from  livestock  grazing 
preventing  improvement  in  habitat  quality.   Bighorn  sheep  populations  would 
naturally  increase  to  approximately  365  sheep  and  antelope  numbers  would 
increase  because  of  increases  in  low  height  structure  in  habitat. 
Competitive  forage  use  level  of  2,350  AUMs  would  be  provided.   Sage  grouse 
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habitat  conditions  would  decline  in  quality  from  increase  in  livestock  use 
causing  reduction  in  needed  forbs  by  sage  grouse  chicks.   Nesting  complex 
would  be  reduced  from  wildfire. 

Agricultural  development  would  eliminate  26%  of  the  native  habitat 
adjacent  to  the  Snake  River.   Major  prey  species  would  be  reduced  and  the 
number  and  variety  of  raptors  would  decline.   Habitat  for  20-25  pairs  of 
long-billed  curlews  would  also  be  lost. 

Riparian  habitat  would  show  an  increase  to  45%  in  good  condition  habitat 
from  improvement  along  37  miles  of  streams.   Aquatic  habitat  would  show  an 
increase  to  2%  in  excellent  condition  and  60%  in  good  condition  from 
improvements  to  37  miles  of  streams. 

Prescribed  burning  would  be  applied  to  29,840  acres  of  rangelands.   Fire 
may  be  used  to  maintain  existing  burns  (former  improvement  projects)  where 
sagebrush  invasion  is  significant.   Fire  management  costs  would  be  expected 
to  increase  by  $20-25, 000/year  in  full  suppression  areas  (principally  from 
increase  of  fires  in  new  agricultural  areas)  and  decrease  in  limited  areas. 

Mineral  activity  would  show  that  86%  of  the  JRA  open  to  leasables  and 
88%  open  to  locatables.   Sand  and  gravel  for  road  construction  in  new 
agricultural  development  would  deplete  sources  in  high  use  areas  and 
decrease  BLMs  ability  to  provide  for  road  districts  needs.   Withdrawals 
totaling  194,697  acres  would  be  in  effect. 

Under  this  alternative,  56,129  acres  of  public  lands  would  be 
recommended  as  suitable  for  wilderness  and  would  include  the  King  Hill  WSA 
and  rim  to  rim  portions  of  Bruneau-Sheep  Creek  WSA  and  the  Jarbidge  River 
WSA.   These  would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  and  avoided  by  linear 
ROWs.   Wilderness  characteristics  would  be  maintained  on  56,129  acres  and 
reduced/lost  on  152,704  acres. 

Salmon  Falls  Creek  would  be  designated  an  Outstanding  Natural  Area  and 
along  with  the  Salmon  Falls  Creek  reservoir  and  upper  river  canyon  would  be 
a  SRMA.   The  Hagerman  Fossil  Beds  and  the  Hagerman  ORV  (Owsley  Bridge  area), 
Oregon  Trail,  and  the  Jarbidge  Forks  would  be  SRMAs .   The  Bruneau/ Jarbidge 
River  would  be  managed  for  white  water  recreation.   Motorized  vehicle 
recreation  would  be  unrestricted  on  87%  of  the  JRA,  limited  on  3%,  and 
closed  on  10%.   Recreation  use  would  increase  to  3,500,000  activity 
occasions  by  the  year  1995. 

Special  designation  (National  Register)  and  management  of  cultural 
resources  would  be  sought  for  the  remainder  of  the  Oregon  Trail,  the  Devil 
Creek  Complex,  and  Dry  Lake  Beds/Bruneau  River  Complex.   Other  cultural 
sites  would  continue  to  deteriorate  from  livestock  trampling,  erosion,  and 
vandalism.   Increased  development  and  resource  use  from  livestock  and 
agricultural  development  would  be  the  principal  agent  for  these  impacts. 

The  Sand  Point  and  Hagerman  Fossil  Beds  paleontological  sites  would  be 
designated  and  managed  as  ACECs .   Increased  land  transfer  (agricultural 
development)  would  cause  major  deterioration  and  possible  loss  of  26  known 
paleontological  sites  located  in  transfer  areas. 
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An  allowable  cut  level  would  be  applied  on  1,143  acres  in  the  Upper 
Bennett  and  Anderson  Ranch/Boise  River  areas.   Cutting  would  permit  a 
harvest  of  1,540  Mbdft.   Recreation  wood  cutting  would  continue. 

By  the  end  of  the  20  year  period,  there  would  be  a  net  increase  of  $6.2 
million  in  income  per  year  and  a  net  increase  of  881  jobs  resulting  from 
transfers  of  land  to  agricultural  development,  recreation  increases  and 
increased  livestock  use  on  the  public  lands. 

ALTERNATIVE  C 

This  alternative  is  the  "Preferred  Alternative"  for  managing  the  public 
lands  in  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area.   The  alternative  optimizes  the  mixture 
of  production  (commodity)  uses  from  the  public  lands  (agriculture,  livestock 
grazing,  forest  management,  minerals,  and  ORV  recreation)  in  concert  with 
offering  protection  of  non-commodity  resources  (cultural,  paleontological, 
wildlife,  primitive  and  semiprimitive  recreation,  and  wilderness). 

Land  tenure  adjustment  would  see  90,406  acres  considered  for  transfer 
from  federal  ownership.   Of  this,  73,481  acres  would  be  considered  for  farm 
development  under  DLE/CA  programs.   Utility  ROWs  would  be  restricted  on  13% 
of  the  JRA. 

The  potential  for  about  a  ten  fold  increase  in  wind  erosion  could  occur 
on  about  58,000  acres  of  public  land  proposed  for  transfer  to  private  owner- 
ship for  agricultural  development  if  poor  farming  practices  are  used. 
Erosion  would  be  reduced  on  70  miles  of  stream  and  on  poor  condition  range 
where  rehabilitation  measures  are  accomplished. 

Livestock  use  would  initially  be  stocked  at  178,319  AUMs ,  a  8%  increase 
over  current  levels  with  the  long-term  goal  of  stocking  at  285,150  AUMs. 
The  Hagerman  Fossil  Beds  and  the  Salmon  Falls  Creek  Outstanding  Natural  Area 
would  be  excluded  from  livestock  grazing. 

Range  improvements  would  include  194  miles  of  pipeline  and  195  miles  of 
fence.   Land  treatments  would  include  142,085  acres  of  brush  control, 
121,749  acres  of  brush  control  and  seeding  and  40,156  acres  of  seeding  only 
(no  brush  control  needed;.   Full  fire  suppression  management  would  be 
applied  to  the  entire  resource  area.   Improved  livestock  management  or 
vegetative  manipulation  would  be  applied  to  2%  of  the  poor  condition  range 
annually.   Twenty-five  percent  of  the  increased  forage  would  be  allocated  to 
livestock  and  the  remainder  reserved  for  wildlife  and  watershed  protection. 
The  acres  in  poor  range  condition  would  be  reduced  from  48%  to  23%;  while 
the  acreage  in  the  burn  category  would  increase  from  12%  to  21%  and  the 
acreage  seeded  would  increase  from  22%  to  38%.   The  wild  horse  herd  would  be 
maintained  and  600  AUMs  provided  to  support  50  head. 

Wildlife  populations  would  increase  for  mule  deer,  elk,  antelope,  and 
bighorns.   Population  goals  would  be  met  for  these  species.   Increases  are 
due  to  reduction  in  competition  with  livestock  during  spring  for  deer  and 
elk.   Bighorns  would  naturally  increase  to  365.   Existing  and  potential 
bighorn  sheep  habitat  would  be  included  in  the  Bruneau/Jarbidge  River  ACEC. 
Habitats  would  improve  slightly  for  mule  deer  and  antelope  and  more 
significantly  for  elk.   Habitat  improvement  projects  on  18,200  acres  plus 


identifying  20,000  acres  of  range  improvement  projects  (a  portion  of  the  2% 
treatment)  also  contributes  to  improvement  in  populations.   Competitive 
forage  levels  of  3,854  AUMs  would  be  provided.   Sage  grouse  would  benefit 
from  improvement  in  ecological  condition  and  resultant  greater  abundance  of 
understory  forbs  and  the  inclusion  of  wildlife  needs  in  range  improvement 
projects.   Nesting  complexes  would  be  reduced  in  size  from  wildfires. 

Agricultural  development  would  result  in  the  loss  of  24%  of  the  native 
forage  habitat  supporting  prey  for  birds  of  prey  adjacent  to  the  Snake 
River.   Birds  of  prey  would  decline  due  to  the  reduction  of  their  food 
supply.   Habitat  for  20-25  pairs  of  long-billed  curlews  would  also  be  lost. 

Riparian  habitat  would  show  an  increase  to  49%  in  good  condition  from 
improvements  along  53  miles  of  habitat  and  aquatic  habitat  would  show  an 
increase  to  3%  in  excellent  condition  and  61%  in  good  condition  habitat  from 
improvements  along  51  miles  of  streams. 

Prescribed  burning  would  be  applied  to  15,536  acres  of  rangelands.   Fire 
may  be  used  to  maintain  existing  burns  (former  improvement  projects)  where 
sagebrush  invasion  is  significant.   Fire  management  costs  would  be  expected 
to  increase  by  $20-25, 000/year  in  full  suppression  areas  (principally  from 
increase  of  fires  in  new  agricultural  areas).   Managing  the  entire  resource 
area  under  full  suppression  action  would  reduce  the  acreage  burned  in  the 
current  limited  suppression  area  by  5-10%. 

Mineral  activity  would  show  that  87%  of  the  JRA  open  to  leasables  and 
87%  open  to  locatables.   Sand  and  gravel  for  road  construction  in  new 
agricultural  areas  would  deplete  sources  in  high  use  areas  after  20  years 
and  decrease  BLMs  ability  to  provide  for  road  districts  needs.   Withdrawals 
totaling  240,035  acres  would  be  in  effect. 

Under  this  alternative,  31,410  acres  of  public  lands  would  be 
recommended  as  suitable  for  wilderness  and  would  include  the  rim  to  rim 
portions  of  the  Bruneau-Sheep  Creek  WSA  and  the  Jarbidge  River  WSA.   These 
areas  would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  and  avoided  by  linear  ROWs .   The 
bighorn  sheep  habitat  would  be  protected  by  ACEC  designation.   Wilderness 
characteristics  would  be  maintained  on  125,499  acres  and  reduced/lost  on 
83,334  acres. 

Salmon  Falls  Creek  would  be  designated  an  Outstanding  Natural  Area  and 
along  with  the  Salmon  Falls  Creek  reservoir  and  upper  river  canyon  would  be 
a  SRMA.   The  Hagerman  Fossil  Beds  and  the  Hagerman  0RV  (Owsley  Bridge)  area, 
the  Oregon  Trail,  the  Jarbidge  Forks  and  Bennett  Hills  Winter  Recreation 
Area  would  be  SRMAs.   The  Bruneau/Jarbidge  River  System  would  be  managed  for 
white  water  recreation.   Motorized  vehicle  recreation  would  be  unrestricted 
on  70%  of  the  JRA,  limited  on  22%,  and  closed  on  8%.   Recreation  use  would 
increase  from  2,050,000  to  3,500,000  activity  occasions  by  the  year  1995. 

Special  designation  (National  Register)  and  management  of  three  major 
cultural  resources  complexes /areas;  Oregon  Trail,  Devil  Creek,  and  Dry  Lake 
Beds  would  be  sought.   Fencing  would  protect  some  sites  in  the  Dry  Lakes/ 
Bruneau  River  Complex  but  several  sites  would  still  deteriorate.   ACEC 
designation  would  be  applied  to  the  Arch  Canyon  complex  as  part  of  the 
Bruneau/Jarbidge  River  ACEC. 
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ACEC  designation  and  management  of  the  Sand  Point  and  Hagerman  Fossil 
Beds  paleontological  sites  would  protect  these  significant  areas.   Increased 
land  transfer  (agricultural  development)  would  cause  major  deterioration  and 
possible  loss  of  10  known  paleontological  sites  located  in  transfer  areas. 

An  allowable  cut  level  would  be  applied  on  1,086  acres  in  the  Upper 
Bennett  and  Anderson  Ranch/Boise  River  areas.   Cutting  would  permit  a 
harvest  of  1,454  Mbdft.   Recreation  wood  cutting  would  continue. 

By  the  end  of  the  20  year  period,  there  would  be  a  net  increase  of  $4.0 
million  in  income  per  year  and  a  net  increase  of  582  jobs  from  transfers  of 
land  to  agricultural  development,  recreation  increases  and  increased 
livestock  use  on  the  public  lands. 

ALTERNATIVE  C-l 

This  alternative  is  the  same  as  Alternative  C  except  that  an  additional 
88,026  acres  are  recommended  as  suitable  for  wilderness  designation.   The 
total  119,436  acres  recommended  as  suitable  would  include  most  of  the  King 
Hill  WSA,  all  of  the  Jarbidge  River  WSA  and  the  canyon  portion  of  the 
Bruneau  River-Sheep  Creek  WSA.   Under  this  alternative,  wilderness 
characteristics  would  be  maintained  on  153,467  acres  while  wilderness 
characteristics  could  be  reduced  or  lost  on  55,366  acres. 

The  increased  wilderness  recommendation  would  preclude  the  development 
of  approximately  5,400  acres  of  land  treatment  described  in  Alternative  C. 
Livestock  use  levels  would  be  196  AUMs  below  that  in  Alternative  C.   The 
additional  88,026  acres  recommended  as  suitable  for  wilderness  designation 
would  be  closed  to  ORV  use  and  mineral  and  energy  development. 

By  the  end  of  the  20  year  period,  there  would  be  a  net  increase  of  $4.0 
million  in  income  per  year  and  a  net  increase  of  582  jobs. 

ALTERNATIVE  D 

This  alternative  emphasizes  the  maximum  protection  of  the  non-  commodity 
resources  and  would  optimize  the  mixture  of  commodity  oriented  resource  use, 
except  agriculture,  on  the  remaining  resource  base. 

Land  tenure  adjustment  would  see  13,840  acres  considered  for  transfer 
from  federal  ownership.   None  of  these  areas  would  be  for  farm  development 
under  DLE/CA  programs.   Utility  ROWs  would  be  restricted  on  16%  of  the  JRA. 
The  entire  area  would  not  be  open  for  DLE/CA  application. 

A  ten  fold  increase  in  soil  erosion  (wind  blown)  would  occur  on  11,524 
acres  of  high  erosion  hazard  classed  lands  identified  for  transfer.  Erosion 
would  be  reduced  on  75  miles  of  streams  fenced /managed  for  riparian  and 
aquatic  habitat  improvement. 

Livestock  grazing  would  initially  be  stocked  at  119,687  AUMs,  a 
reduction  of  27%.   The  long-term  stocking  level  would  be  129,161  AUMs.   This 
reduction  is  a  result  of  reducing  stocking  use  levels  in  areas  with  high 
non-livestock  values.   Range  improvements  would  include  41  miles  of 
pipeline,  and  75  miles  of  fencing.   Land  treatments  would  include  1,500 
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acres  of  brush  control  and  1,650  acres  of  seeding.   The  entire  JRA  would  be 

under  full  suppression  management.   Native  range  in  good/fair  condition 

would  increase  from  14%  to  15%,  with  poor  condition  reduced  from  48%  to 

47%.  Other  range  condition  would  remain  unchanged.   The  wild  horse  herd 

would  increase  to  175  head  and  2,100  AUMs  of  forage  provided. 

Wildlife  populations  would  increase  significantly  for  all  wildlife 
species  (big  game).   Improvement  in  habitat  condition  would  result  from  a 
decrease  in  spring  livestock  use,  reduction  in  AUM  for  livestock,  habitat 
improvement  projects,  and  consideration  of  wildlife  in  range  improvement 
projects.   Competitive  forage  levels  of  4,158  AUMs  would  be  provided.   Sage 
grouse  habitat  conditions  would  improve  slightly  from  decreased  livestock 
use  and  inclusion  of  wildlife  needs  in  range  improvement  projects.   Nesting 
complexes  would  be  reduced  in  size  from  wildfires. 

Riparian  habitat  would  show  an  increase  to  52%  in  good  condition  habitat 
from  improvements  along  55  miles  of  stream  and  aquatic  habitat  would  show  an 
increase  to  3%  in  excellent  condition  and  64%  in  good  condition  habitats 
from  improvements  along  56  miles  of  streams. 

There  would  be  no  prescribed  burns  used  to  improve  rangelands.   Fire 
management  costs  would  remain  at  same  levels  ($100,000  year)  even  under  full 
suppression  for  the  entire  JRA. 

Mineral  activity  would  show  that  84%  of  the  JRA  open  to  leasables  and 
82%  open  to  locatables.   Sand  and  gravel  sources  would  be  adequate  to  meet 
road  district  needs  beyond  20  years.   Withdrawals  totaling  305,577  acres 
would  be  in  effect. 

Under  this  alternative,  208,883  acres  of  public  land  would  be 
recommended  as  suitable  for  wilderness  and  would  include  the  King  Hill  WSA, 
Bruneau-Sheep  Creek  WSA,  and  the  Jarbidge  River  WSA.   These  areas  would  be 
withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  and  avoided  by  linear  ROWs.   Wilderness 
characteristics  would  be  maintained  on  188,033  acres  and  reduced/lost  on 
20,800  acres. 

Salmon  Falls  Creek  would  be  designated  an  Outstanding  Natural  Area  and 
along  with  the  Salmon  Falls  Creek  reservoir  and  upper  river  canyon  would  be 
a  SRMA.   The  Hagerman  Fossil  Beds  and  the  Hagerman  ORV  (Owsley  Bridge)  area, 
the  Oregon  Trail,  the  Jarbidge  Forks,  and  the  Bennett  Hills  winter 
recreation  area  would  be  SRMAs.   The  Bruneau/Jarbidge  River  would  be  managed 
for  white  water  recreation.   Motorized  vehicle  recreation  would  be 
unrestricted  on  69%  of  the  JRA,  limited  on  14%,  and  closed  on  17%. 
Recreation  use  would  increase  from  2,050,000  to  3,500,000  activity  occasions 
by  the  year  1995. 

Special  designation  (National  Register)  and  management  of  six  major 
cultural  resources  complexes /areas  (Oregon  Trail,  Devil  Creek,  Juniper 
Ranch,  Clover  Creek,  in  the  Dry  Lake  Beds/Bruneau  River  Complex,  and  Arch 
Canyon)  would  be  sought.   Fencing  would  protect  some  sites  but  other  sites 
would  still  deteriorate.   ACEC  designation  would  be  applied  to  the 
Bruneau/Jarbidge  River  to  protect  bighorn  sheep  habitat,  as  well  as 
cultural,  scenic,  geologic,  and  natural  values.   A  number  of  other  cultural 
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sites  would  receive  greater  protection  as  livestock  use  would  be  reduced  and 
additional  agricultural  development  would  not  occur. 

Only  one  known  paleontological  site  would  be  lost  from  land  transfer. 
ACEC  designation  and  management  would  protect  the  Sand  Point  and  the 
Hagerman  Fossil  Beds  paleontological  sites.   The  other  sites  would  be 
protected  as  lands  would  remain  in  public  ownership. 

Timber  resources  would  not  be  available  for  commercial  harvests  but 
would  be  retained  for  their  scenic  and  wildlife  cover  value.   Recreation 
wood  cutting  would  be  permitted. 

By  the  end  of  the  20  year  period,  there  would  be  a  net  increase  of  $.6 
million  in  income  per  year  and  a  net  increase  of  85  jobs  resulting  from  land 
transfer  and  increased  recreation. 

ALTERNATIVE  Dx 

This  alternative  would  remove  livestock  from  the  public  lands  and  is  the 
"No  Grazing"  Alternative. 

Land  tenure  adjustment  would  see  13,840  acres  considered  for  transfer 
from  federal  ownership.   None  of  these  areas  would  be  for  farm  development 
under  DLE/CA  programs.   Utility  ROWs  would  be  restricted  on  16%  of  the  JRA. 
None  of  the  area  would  be  open  for  DLE/CA  application. 

A  significant  (about  ten  fold)  increase  in  soil  erosion  (wind  blown) 
would  occur  on  11,524  acres  of  high  erosion  hazard  classed  lands  identified 
for  transfer.  Elimination  of  livestock  grazing  would  increase  soil  stability 
on  public  lands  and  reduce  current  erosion  caused  by  trampling. 

Livestock  grazing  would  be  eliminated  on  public  lands  in  the  JRA.   Range 
improvements  which  impede  wildlife  movements  would  be  removed.   Native  range 
condition  in  good/fair  condition  would  increase  from  14%  to  16%;  poor 
condition  would  be  reduced  from  48%  to  45%.   The  wild  horse  herd  would  be 
increased  to  175  head  and  2,100  AUMs  of  forage  provided. 

All  wildlife  populations  (big  game  species)  would  be  expected  to  exceed 
reasonable  numbers.   Lack  of  livestock  competition  would  improve  all 
habitats.   Sage  grouse  populations  would  greatly  improve. 

Riparian  habitat  would  show  an  increase  to  6%  in  excellent  condition  and 
56%  in  good  condition  from  both  habitat  improvements  and  elimination  of 
livestock  grazing.   Aquatic  habitat  would  show  an  increase  to  5%  in 
excellent  and  67%  in  good  condition  from  habitat  improvements  and  livestock 
elimination. 

There  would  be  no  prescribed  burns  used  to  improve  rangelands.   Fire 
management  costs  would  remain  at  present  levels  ($100,000  year)  even  under 
full  suppression  for  the  entire  JRA. 

Mineral  activity  would  show  that  84%  of  the  JRA  open  to  leasables  and 
82%  open  to  locatables.   Sand  and  gravel  sources  would  be  adequate  to  meet 
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road  district  needs  beyond  20  years.   Withdrawals  totaling  305,577  acres 
would  be  in  effect. 

Under  this  alternative,  208,883  acres  of  public  land  would  be 
recommended  as  suitable  for  wilderness  and  would  include  the  King  Hill  WSA, 
Bruneau-Sheep  Creek  WSA,  and  the  Jarbidge  River  WSA.   These  areas  would  be 
withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  and  avoided  by  linear  ROWs.   Natural 
successional  processes  would  be  maximized  in  wilderness  as  livestock  would 
be  eliminated.   Wilderness  characteristics  would  be  maintained  on  188,033 
acres  and  reduced/lost  on  20,800  acres. 

Salmon  Falls  Creek  would  be  designated  an  Outstanding  Natural  Area  and 
along  with  the  Salmon  Falls  Creek  reservoir  and  upper  river  canyon  would  be 
a  SRMA.   The  Hagerman  Fossil  Beds  and  the  Hagerman  ORV  (Owsley  Bridge  area), 
the  Oregon  Trail,  the  Jarbidge  Forks,  and  the  Upper  Bennett  winter 
recreation  area  would  be  SRMAs.   The  Bruneau /Jarbidge  River  would  be  managed 
for  white  water  recreation.  Motorized  vehicle  recreation  would  be 
unrestricted  on  69%  of  the  JRA,  limited  on  14%,  and  closed  on  17%. 
Recreation  use  would  increase  from  2,050,000  to  3,500,000  activity  occasions 
by  the  year  1995. 

Special  designation  (National  Register)  and  management  of  six  major 
cultural  resources  complexes /areas  (Oregon  Trail,  Devils  Creek,  Juniper 
Ranch,  Clover  Creek,  in  the  Dry  Lake  Beds /Bruneau  River  Complex,  and  Arch 
Canyon)  with  several  enlarged  boundaries  would  be  sought.   Fencing  would 
protect  some  sites  but  several  sites  would  still  deteriorate.  ACEC 
designation  would  be  applied  to  the  Bruneau /Jarbidge  River  to  protect 
bighorn  sheep  habitat,  as  well  as  cultural,  scenic,  geologic,  and  natural 
values.   As  livestock  grazing  would  be  eliminated  and  additional 
agricultural  development  would  not  occur,  all  cultural  sites  would  receive 
greater  protection. 

Only  one  known  paleontological  site  would  be  lost  from  land  transfer. 
ACEC  designation  and  management  would  protect  the  Sand  Point  and  the 
Hagerman  Fossil  Beds  paleontological  sites.   The  other  sites  would  be 
protected  as  lands  would  remain  in  public  ownership. 

Timber  resources  would  not  be  available  for  commercial  harvests  but 
would  be  retained  for  their  scenic  and  wildlife  cover  value.  Recreation 
wood  cutting  would  be  permitted. 

By  the  end  of  the  20  year  period,  there  would  be  a  net  decrease  of  $1.0 
million  in  income  per  year,  and  a  net  loss  of  141  jobs  resulting  from  the 
elimination  of  livestock  grazing  from  the  public  lands. 
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CHAPTER  1 
INTRODUCTION 


Purpose  and  Need 

The  Jarbidge  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  is  being  prepared  to  provide 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Boise  District  Office  with  a  comprehensive 
framework  for  managing  1,690,473  acres  of  BLM-administered  public  land  over 
the  next  15  to  20  years. 

The  public  lands  contain  abundant  natural  resources  and  provide  multiple 
benefits  to  the  people  of  the  United  States  such  as:   watershed,  habitat  of 
fish  and  wildlife,  wild  horses,  cultural  and  paleontological  resources, 
scenic  and  open  space  resources,  opportunities  for  a  wide  variety  of 
recreational  activities,  timber,  minerals  and  energy,  and  forage  for 
domestic  livestock.   The  public  lands  also  serve  needs  of  local  communities 
under  the  Recreation  and  Public  Purposes  Act,  provide  rights-  of-way  for 
public  utilities,  and  may  be  available  for  agricultural  development,  as  well 
as  sales  and  exchanges  when  in  the  national  interest. 

Growing  populations,  advanced  technology,  and  expanding  economic  demands 
are  focusing  increasing  pressures  on  the  public  lands.   Recognizing  the  need 
to  respond  to  these  pressures,  Congress  enacted  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act  of  1976  (FLPMA)  directing  the  BLM  to  develop  comprehensive 
land  use  plans  for  the  management,  use,  and  protection  of  the  public  lands 
(Sections  201  and  202). 

The  basic  purpose  of  this  plan  is  to  ensure  that  public  lands  will  be 
planned  and  managed  in  accordance  with  FLPMA,  under  the  principles  of 
multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  and  other  principles  as  outlined  in  BLM 
planning  regulations  (43  CFR  1600).  A  second  purpose  is  to  ensure  that  the 
plan  is  responsive  to  the  major  issues  described  in  Part  I  and  achieves  an 
equitable  and  proper  balance  of  resource  use  and  protection  as  determined 
through  public  participation,  consultation,  coordination,  and  cooperation. 
Thirdly,  as  required  under  Section  603  of  FLPMA,  this  document  analyzes 
preliminary  wilderness  suitability  recommendations  for  three  wilderness 
study  areas  (WSAs)  located  within  and  adjacent  to  the  planning  unit.   For 
these  WSAs,  this  document  makes  preliminary  recommendations  as  to  their 
suitability  or  nonsuitability  for  inclusion  into  the  National  Wilderness 
Preservation  System.   These  recommendations  will  be  reported  through  the 
Director  of  the  BLM,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  and  the  Presdient  to 
Congress.   The  final  decision  on  suitability  or  nonsuitability  of  the  WSAs 
will  be  made  by  Congress.  A  separate  final  Wilderness  EIS  and  wilderness 
study  report  will  be  prepared  for  these  WSAs. 

This  part  of  the  document  is  the  final  environmental  impact  statement 
(EIS)  which  addresses  four  alternative  plans  and  two  subalternatives  and 
identifies  one  alternative  as  the  BLM's  proposed  plan.   The  alternatives 
address  key  public  land  issues  identified  through  public  participation. 
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This  document  also  serves  as  the  instrument  to  satisfy  the  1975  U.S. 
District  Court  approved  agreement  (Case  #1983-73)  between  BLM  and  the 
Natural  Resources  Defense  Council,  et  al. ,  in  which  BLM  agreed  to  consider 
the  impacts  of  various  intensities  of  livestock  grazing  in  its  decision 
making  process. 

This  final  EIS  provides  an  environmental  analysis  of  the  proposed  RMP 
which  may  be  referenced  for  future  activity  planning  and  project 
implementation  associated  with  the  RMP.   The  EIS  further  satisfies  the 
intent  of  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality's  (CEQ)  regulations  for 
implementing  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  (NEPA) ,  40  CFR 
Part  1500.   The  intent  of  the  CEQ  regulations  is  to  "ensure  that  environ- 
mental information  is  available  to  public  officials  and  citizens  before 
decisions  are  made  and  before  actions  are  taken." 


Description  of  the  Planning  Area 

The  Jarbidge  Resource  Area  encompasses  2,100,519  acres  of  land  located 
from  the  South  Fork  of  the  Boise  River  and  Anderson  Ranch  Reservoir  to  the 
Humboldt  National  Forest  boundary  and  Nevada  state  line  (Map  1-1).   Of  this 
area,  81%  (1,690,473  acres)  is  public  lands  administered  by  the  BLM,  5% 
(102,509  acres)  is  state  lands,  and  14%  (307,537  acres)  is  private  lands. 
The  public  land  holdings  are  generally  in  a  solid  block  pattern  (Map  2  - 
Part  I)  and  are  located  in  Elmore,  Owyhee,  and  Twin  Falls  Counties  in  Idaho 
and  in  Elko  County,  Nevada. 

Significant  natural,  scenic,  recreation,  paleontological,  and  cultural 
resources  found  within  the  area  include  the  South  Fork  of  the  Boise  River, 
Anderson  Ranch  Reservoir,  Bennett  Hills,  Snake  River,  Salmon  Falls  Canyon 
and  Reservoir,  C.J.  Strike  Reservoir,  51.2  miles  of  the  Oregon  Trail,  the 
Birds  of  Prey  Natural/Withdrawal  Area,  the  Bruneau  and  Jarbidge  Rivers,  the 
Hagerman  Fossil  Beds,  and  three  State  Parks  (Bruneau  Dunes,  Three  Island 
Crossing,  and  Hagerman  Fossil  Horse  Quarry).   The  city  of  Glenns  Ferry  and 
the  town  of  Hammett  are  located  just  north  of  the  Snake  River.   The  Say lor 
Creek  Gunnery  Range,  a  military  training  area,  is  also  within  the  area. 

The  Jarbidge  Resource  Management  Plan  has  divided  the  area  into  16 
Multiple  Use  Areas  (MUAs)  as  shown  on  Map  1-2.   These  16  MUAs  will  be  used 
to  analyze  and  portray  data  in  this  RMP/EIS.   The  description  of  the  MUAs  is 
included  in  Part  I  and  the  management  proposals  for  each  alternative  are 
described  in  detail  in  the  following  chapter. 
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CHAPTER  2 
ALTERNATIVES  INCLUDING  THE 
PROPOSED  ACTION 


Introduction 

A  range  of  possible  choices  for  resolving  planning  issues  is  examined  in 
the  planning  process.   These  choices  are  consolidated  into  a  number  of 
complete  resource  management  plan  alternatives  for  consideration. 

This  chapter  discusses  the  BLM's  multiple  use  and  transfer  area 
designations  used  in  describing  alternative  plans.   Then  the  alternatives 
considered  in  the  Jarbidge  RMP  are  presented.   The  last  section  of  this 
chapter  describes  additional  alternatives  considered  but  not  addressed  in 
detail  for  the  Jarbidge  RMP. 

The  planning  criteria  discussed  in  Part  I  (page  7)  were  used  to  guide 
the  development  of  the  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  and  all  alter- 
natives. Resource  management  guidelines  and  standard  operating  procedures 
(SOPs)  were  developed  to  serve  as  "sideboards"  by  which  management  occurs  on 
the  public  lands.   These  guidelines  include  adherence  to  federal  and  state 
laws,  federal  rules  and  regulations,  agency  policies,  state  plans  and 
policies,  and  local  regulations. 

These  guidelines  direct  the  BLM's  management  of  the  public  lands  and  are 
described  in  Part  I  (page  71).   These  guidelines  and  standard  operating 
procedures  apply  to  all  alternatives. 


Multiple  Use  Areas 

The  Jarbidge  Resource  Area  is  divided  into  16  multiple  use  areas  (MUAs) 
for  purposes  of  organizing  and  presenting  the  planning  decisions.   A 
multiple  use  area  generally  contains  lands  having  similar  resource  features 
and  characteristics  and  it  can  effectively  be  managed  as  a  unit. 

The  16  multiple  use  areas  are  delineated  on  Map  1-2  and  are  described  in 
detail  in  Part  I  (page  20). 

Multiple  Use  and  Transfer  Classes 

Each  of  the  16  multiple  use  areas  in  the  Resource  Area  is  assigned  to 
one  or  more  multiple  use  or  transfer  classes:  moderate  use  class,  limited 
use  class,  intensive  use  class,  or  transfer  class. 

Multiple  use  and  transfer  classes  serve  two  purposes  in  this  plan.   The 
first  is  to  describe  overall  resource  opportunities  and  constraints  by 
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indicating  what  level  of  resource  production  and  use  is  appropriate,  what 
intensity  of  management  is  needed,  whether  there  are  sensitive  and 
significant  resources  which  must  be  protected,  and  whether  BLM  would 
consider  transfer  of  public  lands  from  its  jurisdiction.   The  second  is  to 
provide  a  basis  for  considering  future  proposals  by  supplementing  the 
detailed  resource  management  objectives  and  required  actions  established  for 
the  multiple  use  area  with  general  purpose  and  policy  statements.   This 
feature  is  intended  to  help  keep  the  plan  responsive  to  demands  and  to 
reduce  the  number  of  future  plan  amendments  needed. 

Prior  to  undertaking  or  approving  any  proposed  resource  management 
action  on  public  lands  in  the  Resource  Area,  BLM  will  ensure  that  such 
action  is  consistent  with  the  purposes  and  policies  of  the  multiple  use  or 
transfer  class  or  classes  involved. 

The  multiple  use  or  transfer  class  assigned  to  each  management  area  are 
shown  on  Map  2-1  and  on  Appendix  Table  B-2.   Public  lands  are  placed  in  the 
multiple  use  or  transfer  class  that  best  reflects  the  specific  resources  and 
management  priorities  for  the  area.   These  classes  vary  by  alternative, 
depending  on  the  major  goals  of  each  alternative.   A  brief  description  of 
each  class  follows.   A  detailed  description  of  the  purpose  and  policies  of 
each  class  is  included  in  Part  I  (page  15). 

Moderate  Use  Class 

Purpose  -  The  purpose  of  a  moderate  use  class  is  to  delineate  public 
lands  which  are  suitable  for  a  wide  variety  of  existing  and  potential  uses. 

Limited  Use  Class 

Purpose  -  The  purpose  of  a  limited  use  class  is  to  delineate  public 
lands  where  strict  environmental  controls  are  required  to  protect  sensitive 
and  significant  resources. 

Intensive  Use/Development  Class 

Purpose  -  The  purpose  of  an  intensive  use/development  class  is  to 
delineate  areas  suitable  for  large  scale,  intensive  use  and  development. 

Transfer  Class 

Purpose  -  The  purpose  of  a  transfer  class  is  to  delineate  public  lands 
which  may  be  considered  for  transfer  out  of  federal  ownership.   The  transfer 
class  is  divided  into  four  categories:   Sale  (Tl) ,  Sale  or  Exchange  (T2), 
Exchange  (T3),  and  Agricultural  Entry  (T4). 
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Introduction 


The  following  section  describes  the  four  alternatives  and  two  sub- 
alternatives  that  are  developed  for  the  Jarbidge  RMP/EIS.   The  format  for 
presentation  is  as  follows:   The  major  goals  for  each  alternative  are 
presented  first.   Following  the  description  of  the  goals,  the  management 
objectives  and  management  actions  for  specific  resources  within  the  planning 
area  are  presented.   The  resources  addressed  correspond  to  the  issues  and 
management  concerns  described  in  Part  I.   This  format  is  used  to  assist  the 
reviewer  in  comparing  and  tracking  the  differences  between  the  alternatives 
and  to  see  how  the  issues  are  handled.   Management  actions  for  specific 
multiple  use  areas  are  presented  in  Appendix  B.   The  proposed  plan 
(Alternative  C)  is  also  described  in  Part  I. 

Goals 

Alternative  A 

The  goal  of  Alternative  A  is  to  maintain  current  levels  of  management, 
resource  allocations  and  investments.   This  is  the  "No  Action"  alternative. 
This  alternative  continues  the  management  direction  outlined  in  the  Saylor 
Creek  MFP  (covering  MUAs  6,  7,  8,  9  and  portions  of  4  and  5).   The  remaining 
MUAs  would  be  managed  under  current  SOPs,  management  agreements  and  national 
guidances.   This  alternative  is  the  proposed  action  for  livestock  grazing. 

Alternative  B 

The  goal  of  Alternative  B  is  to  favor  increased  production  and 
consumptive  use  of  the  natural  resource  base.   Increased  livestock 
production,  agricultural  development,  timber  harvest,  mineral,  and  energy 
development  would  receive  the  greatest  attention  and  widest  latitude. 
Motorized  vehicle  access  and  related  recreation  use  would  receive  priority 
over  primitive/dispersed  management.   Management  activities  would  contribute 
significantly  to  strengthening  the  local  economic  base.   Management  would 
comply  with  minimal  standards  accepted  for  environmental  protection  while 
still  operating  in  the  framework  of  multiple-use  and  sustained  yield. 

Alternative  C   (Proposed  Plan) 

The  goal  of  Alternative  C  is  to  provide  a  balance  of  commodity  resource 
uses  (renewable  and  nonrenewable)  and  resource  protection  within  the 
framework  of  maintaining  or  enhancing  the  natural  resource  base.   Livestock 
grazing,  timber  harvest,  agricultural  development,  and  mineral  uses  would  be 
managed  at  levels  that  would  support  and  strengthen  present  industries  where 
they  would  have  limited  adverse  impact  to  the  environment.   Cultural, 
paleontologic,  recreational,  unique  natural  features  and  significant 
wildlife  resources  will  receive  protection  through  special  designation  and 
management.   Fragile  resources  would  be  protected  from  irreversible 
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decline.   Conflicts  among  resource  uses  would  be  resolved  to  ensure  that 
natural  resources  are  not  adversely  impacted  or  are  enhanced. 

Alternative  C-| 

The  goal  of  Alternative  C^  is  the  same  as  for  Alternative  C  with  an 
objective  of  increasing  the  size  of  wilderness  suitability  recommendations 
for  the  King  Hill  WSA  and  the  Jarbidge  River  WSA. 

Alternative  D 

The  goal  of  Alternative  D  is  to  place  emphasis  on  ensuring  that  the 
natural  environment  receives  priority  consideration  for  protection  and 
enhancement.   Wildlife,  waters,  soils  and  wilderness  values  would  be  fully 
protected  or  would  receive  emphasis  over  other  multiple  resource  uses.  All 
cultural  resources  would  receive  emphasis  over  other  multiple  resource  uses 
and  receive  full  protection.   Dispersed  primitive  recreation  activities 
would  be  emphasized  over  developed/motorized  recreation.   Areas  with  unique 
values  would  receive  special  designation. 

Alternative  D-\ 

The  goal  of  Alternative  D^  is  the  same  as  for  Alternative  D  with  the 
additional  objectives  that  livestock  grazing  would  be  removed  from  all 
public  land. 

The  management  emphasis  (Moderate,  Intensive,  Limited  and  Transfer)  for 
the  Multiple  Use  and  Transfer  Areas  (MUAs)  is  shown  in  Map  2-1  and  Appendix 
Table  B-2  for  each  alternative. 

Objectives  and  Management  Actions 

Lands 

Land  Transfer 

Currently  there  are  1,690,473  acres  of  public  lands  in  the  JRA.   The  transfer 
of  public  lands  in  the  JRA  has  been  an  issue  for  a  number  of  years. 
Numerous  applications  (352)  are  on  file  for  the  transfer  of  potential 
agricultural  lands  in  the  Lower  Bennett,  Snake  River  Riparian  Birds  of  Prey, 
Saylor  Creek  East  and  Saylor  Creek  West  through  the  Carey  Act  and  Desert 
Land  Entry  Programs.   Individuals  have  also  requested  that  specific  parcels 
be  made  available  for  sale  or  exchange.   Additionally,  exchange  proposals 
from  state  and  other  federal  agencies  have  been  discussed  at  various  times. 
The  public  lands  that  have  received  application  for  transfer  or  are 
identified  for  transfer,  have  varying  degrees  of  impacts.   Current 
applications  for  potential  agricultural  lands  are,  in  part,  located  in  areas 
having  high  values  for  wildlife  (raptors),  wild  horses,  valuable  cultural 
and  paleontological  sites  and  also  in  areas  with  high  erosion  hazards.  Many 
people  believe  the  BLM  should  not  dispose  of  any  land,  while  others  would 
prefer  that  all  public  lands  be  turned  over  to  the  state  or  sold  to  private 
entities.  At  the  present  time,  the  JRA  has  received  requests  to  transfer 
approximately  170,000  acres.   The  alternatives  below  provide  a  range  of 
objectives  to  address  the  transfer  issue. 
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Alternative  A  -  Consider  for  transfer  from  federal  ownership,  1,240 
acres  of  public  lands  through  sale  (Tl);  9,925  acres  through  sale  or 
exchange  (T2);  6,795  acres  for  exchange  only  (T3);  and  classify  71,615  acres 
for  potential  DLE/CA  development  (T4). 

This  alternative  has  identified  a  minimum  of  1,601,456  acres  to  be 
retained  in  public  ownership.   Of  the  71,615  acres  identified  for  potential 
DLE/CA  development,  some  will  be  found  unsuitable  for  transfer  under  the 
DLE/CA  laws  (because  of  higher  public  values  or  the  unsuitability  of 
soils).   These  lands  would  then  generally  be  retained  in  public  ownership. 
However,  those  lands  found  unsuitable  on  the  basis  of  soils  or  other 
physical  factors,  and  are  not  needed  for  public  purpose  may  be  considered 
for  transfer  through  sale  or  exchange. 

A  portion  of  the  lands  that  have  been  applied  for  under  the  Desert  Land 
Act  would  be  made  available  for  agricultural  development.   Lands  applied  for 
within  the  Saylor  Creek  Wild  Horse  area  would  be  retained  in  federal 
ownership  as  well  as  lands  within  the  Birds  of  Prey  area  and  around  the 
Oregon  Trail.  Lands  currently  identified  by  the  public  for  sale  or  exchange 
would  be  made  available  for  possible  land  transfer.  Lands  identified  for 
exchange  only  (T3)  and  not  exchanged  when  offered,  would  be  retained  because 
the  public  lands  involved  are  well  blocked  and  suitable  for  retention. 

Public  lands  south  of  the  current  Classification  and  Multiple  Use  line 
(C&MU)  would  remain  closed  to  agricultural  entry  for  the  duration  of  this 
plan.  Additionally,  the  Oregon  Trail,  Snake  River  Birds  of  Prey  (49,286 
acres),  Saylor  Creek  gunnery  range,  the  area  around  Bruneau  Dunes  State 
Park,  and  the  remaining  111,333  acres  of  Saylor  Creek  East  (MUA  7)  would 
also  be  closed  to  agricultural  entry  through  the  duration  of  this  plan. 
Land  transfer  areas/acres  are  shown  on  Map  2-1  and  summarized  on  Table 
2-1.  Appendix  Table  B-2  shows  transfer  acreage  by  MUA. 

Alternative  B  -  Consider  for  transfer  from  federal  ownership  1,240  acres 
of  public  lands  through  sale  (Tl) ,  9,925  acres  through  sale  or  exchange 
(T2);  6,795  acres  through  exchange  only  (T3);  and  classify  142,194  acres  for 
potential  DLE/CA  development  (T4).   This  alternative  has  identified  a 
minimum  of  1,530,877  acres  to  be  retained  in  public  ownership.   Of  the 
142,194  acres  identified  for  potential  DLE/CA  development,  some  will  be 
found  unsuitable  for  transfer  under  the  DLE/CA  laws  because  of  higher  public 
values  or  the  unsuitability  of  soils.   These  lands  would  then  generally  be 
retained  in  public  ownership.   However,  those  lands  found  unsuitable  on  the 
basis  of  soils  or  other  physical  factors,  and  are  not  needed  for  a  public 
purpose,  may  be  considered  for  transfer  through  sale  or  exchange. 

Under  this  Alternative  a  total  of  160,154  acres  of  public  lands  would  be 
made  available  for  possible  transfer.  All  lands  applied  for  sale  or  exchange 
(Tl,  T2,  and  T3)  would  be  made  available  for  transfer.  Minimal  clearances 
and  stipulations  would  be  required.  The  Oregon  Trail  would  be  protected. 

Land  transfer  areas/acres  are  shown  on  Map  2-1  and  summarized  in  Table 
2-1.   Transfer  acreages  by  MUA  are  shown  in  Appendix  Table  B-2. 

Alternative  C  -  Consider  for  transfer  from  federal  ownership  1,240  acres 
of  public  lands  through  sales  (Tl);  9,605  acres  through  sales  or  exchange 
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(T2);  6,080  acres  through  exchange  only  (T3);  and  classify  73,481  acres  for 
potential  DLE/CA  development  (T4).   This  alternative  has  identified  a  minimum 
of  1,600,067  acres  to  be  retained  in  public  ownership.   Of  the  73,481  acres 
identified  for  potential  DLE/CA  development,  some  will  be  found  unsuitable 
for  transfer  under  the  DLE/CA  laws  because  of  higher  public  values  or  the 
unsuitability  of  soils.   These  lands  will  be  retained  in  public  ownership. 
However,  those  lands  found  unsuitable  on  the  basis  of  soils  or  other 
physical  factors  and  are  not  needed  for  a  public  purpose,  may  be  considered 
for  transfer  through  sale  or  exchange.   Public  lands  under  current  CA/DLE 
application  that  become  relinquished  will  be  retained  in  public  ownership 
and  not  made  available  to  further  application  for  agricultural  development. 

Under  this  alternative,  90,406  acres  would  be  considered  for  transfer. 
The  Wild  Horse  Herd  would  remain  but  3,846  acres  of  existing  habitat  (on 
east  end  of  herd  boundary  area)  would  be  made  available  for  potential  DLE/CA 
development.   Land  transfers  would  not  occur  in  the  Sand  Point  Paleontologic 
area  as  the  area  would  be  an  ACEC.   Cultural  (including  Oregon  Trail)  and 
paleontologic  sites  would  receive  protection  and  no  lands  would  be 
transferred  that  contain  these  values.  All  public  lands  would  be  retained 
in  the  Birds  of  Prey  Area.   Land  transfer,  however,  would  occur  in  some 
existing  antelope  and  mule  deer  habitat  and  in  3,128  acres  of  curlew 
habitat.   Land  transfer  areas  are  shown  on  Map  2-2  and  Appendix  Table  B-2. 

Alternative  C-|  -  Same  as  Alternative  C. 

Land  transfer  area  are  shown  on  Map  2-1  and  summarized  in  Table  2-1. 
Transfer  acreages  by  MUA  are  shown  in  Appendix  Table  B-2. 

Alternative  D  -  Consider  for  transfer  from  federal  ownership  1,120  acres 
of  public  lands  through  sales  (Tl);  9,605  acres  through  sales  or  exchange 
(T2);  and  3,115  acres  through  exchange  only  (T3).   Retain  a  minimum  of 
1,676,633  acres  of  public  lands. 

Under  this  alternative,  there  would  be  no  lands  transferred  in  important 
wildlife  habitat,  cultural,  paleontologic  or  scenic  areas.   No  DLE/CA 
transfers  would  occur.   Only  those  lands  identified  for  possible  transfer, 
that  have  no  or  very  minimal  impact  would  be  made  available  for  transfer. 
No  curlew  habitat  would  be  available  for  transfer.  No  lands  will  be 
available  for  agricultural  entry. 

Land  transfer  areas  are  shown  on  Map  2-1  and  summarized  in  Table  2-1. 
Transfer  acreage  by  MUA  are  shown  in  Appendix  Table  B-2. 

Alternative  D]  -  Same  as  Alternative  D. 
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Table  2-1 

Land  Transfer  and  Retention  Considerations  by  Method  for 

Alternatives  A,  B,  C,  and  D  (in  acres) 


Alternative  I  Sale 


Sale  or 
Exchange 


A 
B 
C 
D 


11,240 
Il,240l 
11,200 
ll,120l 


9,925 
9,925 
9,605 
9,605 


I Agricultural 
Exchange  I    Entry 


6,795 
6,795 
6,080 
3,115 


71,615 

142,194 

73,481 

0 


Total   I   Total 
Transfer  I Retention 


89,575  11,601,456 

160,154  11,530,877 

90,366  11,600,067 

13,840  11,676,633 


Utility/Rights-of-Way  (ROW)  Avoidance 

The  placement  of  utility  lines  (electrical,  natural  gas)  and  linear  ROWs 
have  historically  centered  around  a  corridor  concept.  Where  possible,  lines 
and  linear  ROWs  were  located  in  areas  which  had  already  been  disturbed  or  in 
areas  where  they  would  have  the  least  adverse  impact.  The  Lower  Bennett  MUA 
(3)  is  one  of  these  areas  where  a  number  of  these  lines  do  form  a  SE  to  NW 
corridor.   These  lines  parallel  the  route  of  the  Oregon  Trail. 

This  Land  Use  Plan  will  not  address  the  corridor  concept  of  locating 
utility  lines  and  linear  rights-of-way  in  a  corridor  but  will  identify 
"Avoidance  Areas."   These  are  areas  that  have  very  significant  values  that 
would  be  substantially  impacted,  either  through  surface,  underground  or  visual 
disturbance,  if  a  utility  or  linear  ROW  would  be  constructed  through  it. 
Utility  development  would  not  be  allowed  in  avoidance  areas.   Such  avoidance 
areas  include  military  gunnery  areas,  cultural  and  paleontologic  sites,  high 
quality  scenic  areas  (Class  I  or  II  VTtM) ,  Wilderness  Areas,  Wild  and  Scenic 
River  areas  (study  areas),  natural  areas,  or  crucial  wildlife  habitats. 

The  alternatives  below  provide  a  range  of  objectives  to  identify 
avoidance  areas. 

Alternative  A  -  Identify  areas  utility  lines  and  linear  rights-of-ways 
(ROWs)  must  avoid. 

Utility  lines  and  ROWs  would  be  restricted  on  169,953  acres  (10%)  of  the 
JRA.   All  other  areas  would  be  available  for  potential  Utility  and  Rights-of- 
Way  locations.   Avoidance  areas  are  shown  by  MUA  in  Appendix  Table  B-3. 

Avoidance  means  that  no  route  for  energy,  transportation  or  communication 
purposes  will  be  approved  through  the  area  identified.  Mitigation  cannot 
compensate  for  the  values  identified  in  the  areas  to  be  avoided. 

The  Bruneau-Jarbidge  potential  Wild  and  Scenic  River  Areas  would  remain 
an  avoidance  area  until  the  Congress  takes  action.   The  acreages  and  boundary 
established  by  Congress  would  be  added  through  a  plan  maintenance  action. 
Hagerman  Fossil  Beds,  Salmon  Falls  Creek  ONA,  Sand  Point  and  other  cultural 
and  paleontological  areas  would  be  avoided.   The  Saylor  Creek  Gunnery  Range 
would  remain  an  avoidance  area  until  changes  are  requested  and  approved 
through  the  U.S.  Department  of  Defense-Air  Force.   A  plan  amendment  action 
would  then  be  required  and  approved.   The  public  land  bordering  the  western 
and  southern  boundary  of  Bruneau  Dunes  State  Park,  would  be  an  avoidance  area 
to  protect  the  visual  background  (values)  of  the  park. 
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Alternative  B  -  Identify  areas  utility  lines  and  linear  rights-of-ways 
(ROWs)  must  avoid. 

Utility  lines  and  ROWs  would  avoid  176,430  acres  (10%)  of  the  JRA.   The 
same  areas  covered  by  Alternative  A  would  be  avoided  in  this  alternative.   In 
addition  to  areas  identified  in  Alternative  A,  the  King  Hill  WSA  and  the 
canyons  of  the  Bruneau  River,  Sheep  Creek  and  Jarbidge  River  WSAs,  would  be 
avoided  in  the  JRA.   Adjustments  to  the  boundaries  of  the  WSAs  and  Wild  River 
proposal  would  be  completed  after  Congress  takes  action.   This  would  be  done 
as  a  plan  maintenance  action. 

A  one  mile  wide  corridor  for  utility  development  would  be  provided  across 
the  Bruneau  River  on  the  north  side  of  the  road  that  forms  the  boundary 
between  the  Jarbidge  River  WSA  and  the  Bruneau  River-Sheep  Creek  WSA  (T.  12 
S.,  R.  7  E. ,  Sections  26,  27,  28,  29,  32,  33,  34  and  35).  Also,  the  area 
south  of  the  confluence  of  Marys  Creek  and  Sheep  Creek  would  be  available  for 
utility  development  (Map  2-1). 

Avoidance  areas  are  shown  by  MUA  in  Appendix  Table  B-3. 

Alternative  C  -  Identify  areas  utility  lines  and  linear  rights-of-ways 
(ROWs)  must  avoid. 

Utility  lines  and  ROWs  would  avoid  227,853  acres  (13%)  of  the  JRA.   In 
addition  to  the  areas  covered  by  Alternative  A,  Bruneau-Jarbidge-Sheep  Creek 
WSAs  and  bighorn  sheep  habitat  (ACEC)  would  be  avoided.   Adjustments  to  the 
boundaries  for  wilderness  and  the  Wild  River  proposals  would  be  completed 
after  Congress  takes  action.   This  would  be  done  as  a  plan  maintenance  action, 

Avoidance  areas  are  tabulated  by  MUA  in  Appendix  Table  B-3  and  the 
location  of  the  avoidance  areas  for  the  proposed  plan  are  shown  on  Map  7. 

Alternative  Ci  -  Same  as  Alternative  C  except  that  an  additional  48,615 
acres  in  the  JRA  would  be  closed  for  utility  development  because  of 
additional  wilderness  recommendations. 

Alternative  D  -  Identify  areas  utility  lines  and  linear  rights-of-  ways 
(ROWs)  must  avoid. 

Utility  lines  and  ROWs  would  avoid  263,213  acres  (16%)  of  the  JRA.   In 
addition  to  the  area  covered  by  Alternative  A,  the  King  Hill  WSA,  Bruneau- 
Jarbidge-Sheep  Creek  WSA  and  big  horn  sheep  habitat  would  be  avoided. 
Adjustments  to  the  WSAs  and  Wild  River  proposal  would  be  completed  after  the 
Congress  takes  action.   This  would  be  done  as  a  plan  maintenance  action. 

Avoidance  areas  are  shown  by  MUA  in  Appendix  Table  B-3. 

Alternative  Pi  -  Same  as  Alternative  D. 
Range  Resources 
Livestock  and  Wild  Horse  Management 

The  management  of  livestock  and  wild  horses  on  public  lands  has  been  a 
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long  standing  issue  of  both  livestock  operators  and  the  other  public  land 
users  who  have  been  concerned  that  livestock  has  monopolized  use  of  range- 
land  resources.   Levels  of  livestock  and  wild  horse  use,  additional  rangeland 
improvements  (project  developments,  vegetative  manipulation)  and  management 
levels  (intensities)  for  addressing  this  issue  are  presented  in  the 
following  four  alternatives.  Methodologies  used  for  determining  use  levels 
are  found  in  Appendix  F.   The  wild  horse  area  is  shown  on  Map  3-4. 

Alternative  A  -  Provide  forage  use  levels  of  149,867  AUMs  for  livestock 
and  600  AUMs  for  wild  horses  to  support  current  preference  for  livestock  and 
the  current  number  of  wild  horses.  Maintain  367,500  acres  of  existing  range 
vegetative  manipulation  improvements  and  maintain  existing  range  condition 
by  complying  with  existing  grazing  systems  and  maintenance  of  range 
improvements. 

Current  livestock  management  practices  would  continue.   Livestock  use 
levels  would  remain  at  present  5-year  average  use  levels  except  on  areas 
transferred  out  of  federal  ownership.   Livestock  use  would  be  adjusted 
downward  as  transfers  occur.   The  implementation  of  eight  existing  AMPs 
would  be  continued.  No  new  AMPs  or  project  developments  (fencing,  water, 
land  treatment)  would  occur.   Livestock  and  wild  horse  use  levels  (AUMs)  are 
summarized  below  and  by  MUAs  and  Allotments  in  Appendix  Tables  B-4  and  F-4. 


1                  Livestock 

Wild  Horses 

Current 
1  Preference 

Initial 
5  Year  1  (5  Year) 
Average   Use  Level 

20  Year 
Use  Level 

Initial   1  20  Year 
Use  Level  I  Use  Level 

1   166,318 

165,006  1   165,006 

149,867 

600       600 

The  Saylor  Creek  wild  horse  herd  area  would  remain  and  the  herd  managed 
to  sustain  existing  numbers. 

Alternative  B  -  Provide  an  increase,  in  stages,  of  forage  use  for 
livestock  to  335,180  AUMs  by  2005.   Eliminate  the  existing  wild  horse  herd. 
Maintain  existing  range  vegetative  improvements  and  initiate  vegetative 
manipulation  on  148,198  additional  acres  (Appendix  Table  B-5). 

More  intensive  livestock  practices  would  be  applied  to  public  lands. 
Initially  (at  the  end  of  5  years),  forage  use  levels  would  be  increased  on 
all  but  one  MUA  (Appendix  Table  B-4) .   One  hundred  and  forty  miles  of 
pipelines  and  supporting  storage  tanks,  two  reservoirs /wells,  and  163  miles 
of  fencing  would  be  developed.  Allotment  management  plans  would  be 
developed  for  an  additional  38  allotments.   Livestock  use  levels  (AUMs)  are 
summarized  below  and  by  MUAs  and  Allotments  in  Appendix  Tables  B-4  and  F-4. 
The  eight  existing  AMPs  would  be  reviewed  and  updated  to  comply  with  new 
activity  plan  policy  as  outlined  in  BLM  Manuals. 


1                  Livestock 

Wild  Horses 

1   Current 
1  Preference 

1   Initial 
5  Year  1  (5  Year) 
Average   Use  Level 

20  Year 
Use  Level 

Initial   1  20  Year 
Use  Level  |Use  Level 

1   166,318 

165,006  I   205,070 

335,180 

600         0 
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No  forage  would  be  made  available  for  wild  horses  and  the  wild  horse 
herd  would  be  eliminated. 

Alternative  C  -  By  the  year  2005,  provide  an  increase  of  forage  use  to 
285,150  AUMs  for  livestock,  and  provide  600  AUMs  to  support  a  wild  horse 
herd  of  50  animals.   Maintain  existing  range  vegetative  improvements. 

Intensive  management  practices  would  be  applied  to  designated  areas  of 
public  land.   Spring  and  fall  livestock  grazing  use  would  be  balanced  in  MUA 
2  (50%  spring,  50%  fall)  to  provide  additional  plant  vigor  and  to  reduce  the 
amount  of  spring  forage  competition  with  wintering  mule  deer.   Initially, 
forage  use  levels  would  be  reduced  on  seven  MUAs,  increased  on  seven  MUAs, 
and  remain  unchanged  on  two  MUAs  (Appendix  Table  B-4).   The  initial  forage 
levels  are  based  on  forage  estimates  that  allow  proper  levels  of  use  on  each 
major  forage  species  for  the  proposed  season  of  use.   These  levels  provide 
for  proper  plant  maintenance,  vigor,  and  reproduction.   Livestock  use  at 
these  levels  would  allow  maintenance  of  existing  native  plant  communities 
and  improvement  in  range  condition  if  environmental  factors  (such  as 
precipitation,  moisture  regimes,  and  soil  conditions)  and  adjacent  seed 
sources  provide  opportunities  for  expansion  of  native  species.   Poor 
condition  range  areas  would  be  grazed  at  the  levels  indicated  in  the  above 
analysis.   Forage  developed  in  seedings  would  reduce  grazing  pressure  on 
adjacent  native  range  areas,  especially  on  those  areas  in  poor  condition. 

Over  a  20  year  period,  livestock  use  would  be  increased  to  the  285,150 
AUM  level.   These  increases  would  be  accomplished  by  developing  water  and 
improving  livestock  distribution  on  large  existing  seedings,  by  developing 
new  seedings  and  by  treating  2%  of  the  poor  ecological  condition  public 
lands  annually  (on  the  2%  treatment  areas,  25%  of  the  increased  forage  would 
be  allocated  to  livestock  and  the  remaining  75%  would  be  reserved  for 
wildlife,  watershed  and  other  non-consumptive  uses). 

Range  proposed  land  treatments  would  occur  on  303,990  acres  (see  Map  8 
of  Part  I).   This  consists  of  sagebrush  control  (without  any  seeding)  on 
142,085  acres,  sagebrush  control  and  seeding  on  121,749  acres,  and  seeding 
only  (no  brush  control  needed)  on  40,156  acres  (Appendix  Table  B-5C).   Seed 
mixtures  used  in  vegetative  manipulations  would  be  of  varieties  that  benefit 
both  wildlife  and  livestock.   Project  development  would  include  194  miles  of 
pipeline  and  associated  water  storage  tanks,  4  reservoirs  or  wells,  and  195 
miles  of  fencing. 

Allotment  Management  Plans  (AMPs)  would  be  developed  for  an  additional 
38  allotments  and  coordinated  activity  plans  would  be  developed.   The  eight 
existing  AMPs  and  CRMPs  would  be  reviewed  and  updated  to  comply  with  new 
activity  plan  policy  as  outlined  in  BLM  Manual  1619.12.   Livestock  and  wild 
horse  use  levels  (AUMs)  are  summarized  below  and  by  MUAs  and  Allotments  in 
Appendix  B-4  and  F-4.   Livestock  grazing  would  be  excluded  on  the  Hagerman 
Fossil  Beds  and  in  the  Salmon  Falls  Creek  Outstanding  Natural  Area. 


Livestock 

1 

Wild  Horses 

Current 
Preference 

I   5  Year    Initial 
Average   Use  Level 

1  20  Year  1 
1  Use  Level  1 

Initial   1  20  Year  1 
Use  Level  1  Use  Level  I 

1   166,318 

1          1 

1  165,006  1   178,319 

1         1 
1  285,150  1 

1          1 
600    1   600   1 
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Alternative  C-\    -   Same  as  for  Alternative  C  except  livestock  AUMs  would 
be  196  AUMs  less  in  MUAs  2  and  10  because  of  additional  acreages  recommended 
as  suitable  for  wilderness.  Also  there  would  be  320  acres  less  brush  control 
and  5,000  acres  less  brush  control  and  seeding  (Appendix  Table  B-5).   By  the 
year  2005,  284,954  AUMs  would  be  provided  for  livestock. 


Livestock 

Wild  Horses 

1   Current 
1  Preference 

1   5  Year    Initial 
Average  1  Use  Level 

1  20  Year 
|Use  Level 

Initial   1  20  Year  1 
Use  Level  |Use  Level  1 

1    166,318 

1         1 

1  165,006  1   178,319 

T 
1  284,945 

1         1 
600    1   2,100   1 

Alternative  D  -  Provide  128,553  AUMs  of  forage  for  livestock  grazing  and 
2,100  AUMs  for  wild  horses  to  support  175  wild  horses  by  2005.   Improve  poor 
condition  range  by  controlling  brush  on  1,500  acres  and  seeding  an 
additional  1,650  acres.   Seedings  would  contain  a  mixture  of  grasses,  forbs 
and  shrubs  that  benefit  both  wildlife  and  livestock. 

Initially,  forage  use  levels  by  livestock  would  be  reduced  on  all  MUAs 
(Appendix  Table  B-4).   Grazing  would  be  excluded  from  two  MUAs,  the  Hagerman 
Fossil  Beds  and  Salmon  Falls  Creek  ONA  to  protect  natural  values.   Project 
development  would  include  41  miles  of  pipeline  and  75  miles  of  fencing. 
Coordinated  Activity  Plans  and  4  additional  AMPs  would  be  developed.   The 
eight  existing  AMPs  would  be  reviewed  and  updated  to  comply  with  new 
activity  plan  policy  as  outlined  in  BLM  Manuals.   Livestock  and  wild  horse 
use  levels  (AUMs)  are  summarized  below  and  by  MUAs  and  Allotments  in 
Appendix  Tables  B-4  and  F-4. 


Livestock 


Current   I   5  Year    Initial   I  20  Year 
Preference   Average   Use  Level  I  Use  Level 


Wild  Horses 


Initial 
Use  Level 


20  Year 
I  Use  Level 


I 
600    I   2,100 


I         I  I 

166,318   I  165,006  I   119,827   I  129,161 

Alternative  Pi  -  Eliminate  livestock  grazing  on  public  lands  in  the 
JRA.   Allow  natural  succession  of  plant  community  development  to  occur. 

Existing  Allotment  Plans  would  be  cancelled  as  no  livestock  forage  would 
be  provided.   Livestock  trailing  permits  would  remain  in  effect  to  allow 
movement  to  adjacent  National  Forest,  state,  private  lands  or  other  BLM 
Resource  Areas.   Structural  developments  (i.e.,  fencing)  would  be  removed 
where  they  impede  wildlife  movements. 

Wildlife  (Terrestrial) 

The  BLM  is  responsible  for  providing  wildlife  habitat  on  public  lands. 
Sufficient  habitat  to  sustain  viable  populations  of  all  species  present  is 
the  general  goal.   In  addition,  state  wildlife  agencies  are  encouraged  to 
establish  reasonable  population  goals  for  big  game  and  other  selected 
species.   The  Endangered  Species  Act  mandates  the  BLM  to  protect  and  enhance 
habitat  for  listed  and  candidate  species. 
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Each  alternative  of  the  RMP  addresses  a  series  of  actions  which  would 
affect  wildlife  habitat.   The  basic  goal  to  maintain  viable  populations  of 
all  species  present  would  be  met  under  any  of  the  alternatives  within  the 
planning  period.   However,  the  abundance  of  various  species  varies  between 
alternatives.   Population  goals  may  not  be  met  under  a  certain  alternative, 
but  may  be  met  or  exceeded  under  other  alternatives.   Existing  populations 
of  big  game  species  and  20-year  goals  are  shown  below.   Expected  populations 
in  20  years  under  each  alternative  are  shown  in  Table  2-5.   Specific  manage- 
ment actions  to  maintain  or  enhance  wildlife  are  described  under  each 
alternative. 

Table  2-2 

Major  Wildlife  Species 

Existing  Populations  and  Goals  for  the  Year  2005 


Existing  Numbers 

Population  Goal  1 

Species 

#  Habitat  Acres 

#  Habitat  Acres  1 

Mule  Deer 

Yearlong 

2,480 

3,380      1 

Winter 

8,380 

11,140      1 

Antelope 

Yearlong 

660 

1,370      1 

Winter 

1,160 

3,160      1 

Bighorn  Sheep 

Yearlong 

25 

364 

Winter 

— 



1  Elk 

Yearlong 

125 

200 

Winter 

195 

300      1 

1  Curlew 

7,118  acres 

Maintain  7,118   1 
acres   1 

Alternative  A  -  Management  actions  would  include  monitoring  of  the  big 
game  habitat.   Motorized  vehicle  activity  would  remain  limited  to  designated 
roads  and  trails  within  bighorn  sheep  habitat.   Other  ORV  limitations/ 
closures  in  crucial  big  game  habitat  (winter,  nesting,  calving  areas,  etc.) 
would  be  initiated  if  the  activities  begin  to  have  an  adverse  impact  on  the 
wildlife.   Coordination  with  Fish  and  Game  and  affected  user  groups  would  be 
initiated  prior  to  such  actions. 

A  special  recreation  management  area  plan  to  be  developed  for  the 
growing  white  water  recreation  use  on  the  Bruneau-Jarbidge  Rivers  would 
consider  and  be  guided,  in  part,  by  bighorn  needs.   Forage  (competitive 
AUMs)  would  continue  to  be  made  available  in  the  following  amounts:   bighorn 
sheep  (598  AUMs),  elk  (385  AUMs),  mule  deer  (1,525  AUMs)  and  pronghorn  (261 
AUMs).   Competitive  AUMs  are  the  equivalent  cattle  AUMs  that  are  required  to 
meet  wildlife  forage  requirements. 

Alternative  B  -  Management  actions  would  include  those  actions  proposed 
in  Alternative  A  and  additional  actions  as  follows:  vegetative  manipu- 
lations (seedings)  as  proposed  for  improvements  for  livestock,  would  contain 
the  type  of  seed  mixtures  of  grasses,  forbs,  and  shrubs  that  would  benefit 
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the  wildlife  that  are  found  in  that  project  area.   The  following  amounts  of 
competitive  forage  (in  AUMs)  would  be  made  available  for  wildlife:   bighorn 
sheep  (598  AUMs),  elk  (130  AUMs),  mule  deer  (1,361  AUMs)  and  pronghorn 
antelope  (261  AUMs).   See  Appendix  Table  B-4  for  detail  breakdown  by  MUA. 

Alternative  C  -  Management  actions  would  include  those  actions  proposed 
in  Alternative  A  and  additional  actions  as  follows:   Vegetative 
manipulations  (seedings)  as  proposed  for  improvements  for  livestock, 
including  improvement  of  2%  of  poor  condition  rangeland  annually  would 
contain  the  type  of  seed  mixtures  of  grasses,  forbs  and  shrubs  that  would 
benefit  wildlife  found  in  that  project  area.   On  this  2%  treatment  area,  75% 
of  the  increased  forage  production  would  be  reserved  for  wildlife,  watershed 
and  other  non-consumptive  uses.   Of  the  2%  treatment  area,  approximately 
10,000  acres  of  sage  grouse  habitat  and  10,000  acres  of  mule  deer  habitat 
would  be  treated  to  primarily  benefit  wildlife.   In  addition,  wildlife  land 
treatment  projects  include  replanting  3,000  acres  of  poor  condition  range  to 
native  vegetation,  interseeding  6,500  acres,  and  rehabilitating  8,700  acres 
of  existing  burns.   Appendix  Table  B-5  shows  improvement  acreages  by  MUA. 

The  following  amounts  of  competitive  forage  (in  AUMs)  would  be  made 
available  for  wildlife:   bighorn  sheep  (598  AUMs),  elk  (564  AUMs),  mule  deer 
(2,427  AUMs)  and  pronghorn  antelope  (265  AUMs). 

An  ACEC  would  be  proposed  for  bighorn  habitat  (see  Map  2-3).   The 
Special  Recreation  Management  Area  Plan  that  would  be  developed  for  white- 
water  recreation  activity  for  the  Bruneau-Jarbidge  Rivers  would  be  guided  by 
bighorn  needs.  Restrictions  on  mineral  activity  to  protect  wildlife  are 
covered  in  the  Boise  Districts  no  occupancy  and  special  stipulation 
guidelines. 

Alternative  D  -  Management  actions  would  include  those  actions  proposed 
in  Alternative  A  and  additional  actions  as  follows:  vegetative  manipula- 
tions (seedings  as  proposed  for  improvements  for  livestock,  would  contain 
the  type  of  seed  mixtures  of  grasses,  forbs  and  shrubs  that  would  benefit 
wildlife  that  are  found  in  that  project  area.   Wildlife  proposed  land  treat- 
ment projects  include  replanting  18,250  acres  of  poor  condition  range  to 
native  vegetation,  interseeding  6,500  acres,  and  rehabilitating  8,700  acres 
of  existing  burns.   Appendix  Table  B-5  shows  improvement  acreages  by  MUA. 

The  following  amounts  of  competitive  forage  (in  AUMs)  would  be  made 
available  for  wildlife:   bighorn  sheep  (598  AUMs),  elk  (787  AUMs),  mule  deer 
(2,502  AUMs)  and  pronghorn  antelope  (271  AUMs). 

An  ACEC  would  be  proposed  for  bighorn  habitat  (MUA  10).   The  Special 
Recreation  Management  Area  Plan  that  would  be  developed  for  white  water 
recreation  activity  for  the  Bruneau-Jarbidge  Rivers  would  be  guided  by 
bighorn  needs.  Restrictions  on  mineral  activity  to  protect  wildlife  are 
covered  in  the  Boise  Districts  no  occupancy  and  special  stipulation 
guidelines. 
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Riparian  and  Aquatic  Resources 

The  presence  of  riparian  habitats  adjacent  to  perennial  and  intermittent 
streams  and  the  shorelines  of  ponds,  lakes  and  reservoirs  serves  a  multiple 
role  in  resource  management.   In  addition  to  serving  as  a  source  of  forage 
and  water  for  livestock  and  terrestrial  wildlife,  a  good  riparian  habitat 
helps  protect  and  stabilize  the  watershed  from  erosion,  maintains  and 
improves  water  quality,  and  provides  better  fish  habitat. 

Past  management  practices  on  public  lands  in  the  JRA  did  not  fully 
consider  the  impacts  that  adjacent  land  use  actions  had  on  riparian  zones. 
Livestock  grazing  practices  had  perhaps  the  biggest  impact  on  these  areas 
and  in  more  recent  years,  agricultural  developments  have  also  impacted  the 
riparian  and  aquatic  habitats.   Maps  3-6  and  3-7  identify  current  riparian 
and  aquatic  conditions. 

The  alternatives  below  address  this  public  issue  through  different 
levels  of  management  actions  to  maintain  or  improve  the  current  condition  of 
these  resources. 

Alternative  A  -  Maintain  present  condition  of  riparian  and  fisheries 
habitat  under  current  management  levels  on  370  miles  of  streams  along  public 
lands  in  the  JRA. 

The  management  of  riparian  and  fisheries  habitats  would  continue  at 
present  levels  for  implementation  practices  to  improve  riparian  habitats. 
Existing  coordination  and  District  policies  and  procedures  would  guide 
management  actions. 

Alternative  B  -  Improve  37  miles  of  stream  riparian  habitat  and  39  miles 
of  fisheries  habitat  by  fencing  or  applying  special  riparian  management 
techniques  by  the  year  2005.   Because  of  riparian  and  fisheries  habitat 
overlap,  a  total  of  59  stream  miles  would  be  treated. 

Management  actions  in  addition  to  those  taken  in  Alternative  A,  could 
include  gap  fencing  of  the  above  59  stream  miles,  vegetative  manipulation 
(including  planting  of  willows),  stream  habitat  structure  placement, 
providing  watering  areas  for  livestock  away  from  selected  stream  areas  or 
implementing  special  riparian  management  systems.   Allotment  management 
plans,  which  would  be  developed  or  reviewed  as  part  of  rangeland  actions, 
would  address  riparian  and  fisheries  needs  on  those  streams  identified. 
Appendix  Tables  H-l  and  H-2  (Alternative  B  columns)  identifies  stream 
segments,  by  MUA,  to  be  improved  and  what  improvements  would  apply. 
Proposed  fencing /management  is  shown  on  Map  2-4.   The  remaining  stream  miles 
would  be  maintained  in  current  condition  and  coordination  with  adjacent  land 
owners /permittees  would  continue. 

Alternative  C  -  Improve  53  miles  of  riparian  and  51  miles  of  fisheries 
habitat  by  implementing  fencing /management  by  the  year  2005.   Because  of 
riparian  and  fisheries  habitat  overlap,  a  total  of  70  miles  of  stream  would 
be  treated.   Livestock  use  would  be  excluded  on  these  streams  if 
satisfactory  improvement  is  not  achieved  through  management.   Proposed 
fencing /management  is  shown  on  Map  2-4. 
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Management  actions  would  include  those  outlined  in  Alternative  B  and  as 
shown  in  Appendix  Tables  H-l  and  H-2  (Alternative  C  columns). 

Alternative  C-|  -  Same  as  Alternative  C. 

Alternative  D  -  Improve  55  miles  of  riparian  and  56  miles  of  fisheries 
habitat  by  implementing  fencing /management  by  the  year  2005.   Because  of 
riparian  and  fisheries  habitat  overlap,  a  total  of  75  miles  of  stream  would 
be  treated.   Proposed  fencing/management  is  shown  on  Map  2-4.   Protect 
habitat  of  sensitive  and  candidate  species  through  special  designation 
(nomination  as  a  National  Natural  Landmark)  for  the  habitat  located 
downstream  from  Lower  Salmon  Falls  dam.   Recommend  the  A.J.  Wiley  reach  of 
the  Snake  River  (approximately  nine  miles)  for  study  under  the  National  Wild 
and  Scenic  River  Act. 

Management  actions  would  include  those  practices  outlined  in  Alternative 
B  in  the  amount  shown  in  Appendix  Tables  H-l  and  H-2  (Alternative  D  columns). 

Alternative  D-|  -  Same  as  Alternative  D. 

Fire  Management 

The  management  of  both  wild,  and  prescribed  fires  have  generated 
considerable  interest  from  the  various  publics  using  or  living  adjacent  to 
BLM  lands.   These  publics  have  questioned  current  suppression  categories 
(limited,  full)  and  the  way  fire  is  used  as  a  management  tool  and  how  burned 
areas  are  rehabilitated.   Suppression  areas  by  MUA  are  shown  in  Appendix 
Table  B-4  and  on  Appendix  Map  1-1 .   Also  see  Appendix  I  (Fire  Management). 

Alternatives  A  and  B  -  Reduce  fire  suppression  costs  by  managing  499,712 
acres  (Alternative  A)  and  388,730  acres  (Alternative  B)  as  limited  fire 
suppression  areas  (Appendix  Table  B-4).   Develop  special  considerations  for 
fighting  fires  in  WSAs ,  on  the  Oregon  Trail,  in  known  Cultural  and 
Paleontological  Areas  and  in  selected  wildlife  habitats. 

Natural  fires  in  the  limited  zone  would  be  allowed  to  burn  until  the 
fire  reaches  2,000  acres  before  fire  crews  respond.   However,  where  a  wild 
fire,  in  a  limited  suppression  zone,  threatens  private  property,  key 
wildlife,  cultural  or  recreation  resources  or  public  project  investments  or 
if  fire  danger  is  considered  extreme,  fire  crews  would  respond  immediately. 

Prescribe  burns  (fire  used  to  implement  management  objectives  for 
livestock  or  wildlife)  would  continue  to  be  used.   Rehabilitation  of  burned 
areas  would  use  seed  mixtures  of  grasses,  forbs  and  shrubs,  which  would 
benefit  both  wildlife  and  livestock.   Where  livestock  grazing  would  be 
excluded,  seed  mixtures  which  are  natural  to  the  surrounding  area  and  that 
benefit  the  wildlife  characteristic  to  the  area  would  be  used. 

Where  prescribed  burns  without  reseeding  are  proposed,  reseeding  through 
natural  processes  would  be  monitored.  If  natural  reseeding  is  unsuccessful, 
then  rehabilitation  similar  to  above  would  occur. 
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Fire  management  plans  would  be  developed  for  all  alternatives. 
Interdisciplinary  and  interagency  (including  private  permittees)  input  would 
be  sought  in  developing  fire  plans. 

Alternative  C,  C-\  ,  D  and  D-|  -  Manage  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area 
under  a  full  suppression  concept. 

The  entire  Resource  Area  (1,690,473  acres)  would  be  managed  under  full 
suppression.   Special  considerations  would  be  given /developed  for  fighting 
fires  in  WSAs  (or  designated  wilderness),  in  areas  with  cultural  values  - 
particularly  the  Oregon  Trail,  and  in  wildlife  habitats.   Prescribed  burns, 
rehabilitation  actions-  and  fire  plans  would  be  handled  as  described  in 
Alternatives  A  and  B. 

Energy  and  Minerals 

The  interests  in  the  exploration  and  development  of  minerals  has  not 
been  a  major  activity  in  the  JRA.   Although  no  oil  or  natural  gas  producing 
wells  exist  in  the  JRA,  a  number  of  leases  have  been  issued.   Portions  of 
two  Known  Geothermal  Resource  Areas  (KGRA)  are  found  in  the  JRA;  but  the 
relatively  low  temperatures,  low  volumes  or  lack  of  economic  feasibility 
indicate  that  these  areas  would  not  be  an  important  energy  source  in  the 
next  20  years. 

Although  the  Resource  Area  has  an  active  leasing  program,  only  four 
exploratory  oil  wells  have  been  drilled  in  or  near  the  resource  area.   All 
were  "dry"  wells.   The  75  leases  issued  for  1983  cover  62,490  acres. 

Sand  and  gravel  (saleables)  continue  to  be  the  most  demanded  and 
available  material  from  the  JRA.   Current  sources  (38  pit /use  areas)  are 
expected  to  meet  the  needs  for  these  products. 

Mineral  exploration  and  development  for  locatables  has  historically  been 
concentrated  in  the  Anderson  Ranch/Boise  River  and  Upper  Bennett  MUAs.   The 
Volcano  Mining  District  (MUA  2)  is  currently  active  in  mining  for  silver. 
The  current  level  of  activity  is  expected  to  continue.   Jasper  mining  in  the 
Bruneau  River  Canyon  would  also  continue  at  current  levels. 

Because  of  the  unknown  potential  for  mineral  development  and  the  impacts 
mineral  activity  could  have,  extreme  public  views  from  unrestricted 
opportunity  to  rigid  controls  have  been  expressed.   The  alternatives  address 
a  range  of  opportunities  and  areas  of  restrictions.   Current  policies  have 
been  developed  which  state  subsurface  mineral  rights  (located  under 
privately  owned  surface  land)  currently  owned  by  the  federal  government 
would  be  retained  in  federal  ownership. 

Alternative  A  -  Keep  1,479,142  acres  (87%)  of  the  JRA  opened  for  energy 
mineral  exploration  and  development;  and  keep  1,531,587  acres  (91%)  of  the 
JRA  open  for  locatable  and  saleable  minerals  exploration  and  development. 
Retain  surface  and  subsurface  lands  with  mineral  potential  in  public 
ownership. 

The  current  mineral  leasing  program  is  expected  to  continue  at  about 
present  levels.  No  Surface  Occupancy  restrictions  would  continue  to  be 
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applied  to  the  Oregon  Trail,  Birds  of  Prey  Area,  Saylor  Creek  Gunnery  Range, 
Bruneau-Jarbidge  River  Canyon,  cultural  and  paleontologic  areas,  outstanding 
Natural  Area,  crucial  wildlife  habitats  and  potential  powersites.  Appendix 
Table  B-3  shows  acreages  affected  by  MUA. 

Existing  withdrawals  from  the  1872  mining  laws  would  remain  in  effect 
for  the  potential  power  site  locations,  Saylor  Creek  Gunnery  Range  and 
Bruneau-Jarbidge  River  Canyon.  Withdrawal  acreages  by  MUA  are  shown  in 
Appendix  Table  B-3. 

Alternative  B  -  Keep  1,453,079  acres  (86%)  of  the  JRA  open  for  energy 
mineral  exploration  and  development  and  keep  1,495,776  acres  (88%)  of  the 
JRA  open  for  nonenergy  mineral  exploration  and  development.   Provide  special 
protection  for  the  624  acre  Sand  Point  Paleontological  area  and  the  4,394 
acre  Hagerman  Fossil  Beds. 

Management  action  proposed  in  Alternative  A  would  apply  except  that 
surface  occupancy  restrictions  to  protect  wildlife  would  be  removed.   Other 
occupancy  restrictions,  closures  and  withdrawal  acreages  by  MUA  are  shown  in 
Appendix  Table  B-3  and  Table  1  of  the  Plan. 

Alternative  C  -  Keep  1,477,405  acres  (86%)  of  the  JRA  open  for  energy 
mineral  exploration  and  development  and  keep  1,450,438  acres  (87%)  of  the 
JRA  open  for  nonenergy  mineral  exploration  and  development. 

Management  actions  identified  in  Alternative  A  would  apply.  No 
occupancy  restrictions,  closures  and  withdrawal  acreages  by  MUA  are  shown  in 
Appendix  Table  B-3  and  Table  1  of  the  Plan. 

Alternative  C-\    -  Same  as  Alternative  C  except  that  an  additional 
48,615  acres  in  the  JRA  would  be  closed  to  mineral  and  energy  development 
because  of  additional  wilderness. 

Alternative  D  and  D-|  -  Keep  1,432,205  acres  (84%)  of  the  JRA  open  for 
energy  mineral  exploration  and  development  and  keep  1,384,896  acres  (82%)  of 
the  JRA  open  for  nonenergy  mineral  exploration  and  development. 

Management  actions  identified  in  Alternative  A  would  apply.   No 
occupancy  restrictions,  closures  and  withdrawal  acreages  by  MUA  are  shown  in 
Appendix  Table  B-3  and  in  Table  1  of  the  Plan. 

Wilderness 

The  possible  management  of  the  unroaded  primitive  type  public  lands 
under  a  wilderness  concept  has  generated  a  lot  of  interest  from  various 
publics  who  have  an  interest  in  the  JRA.   Three  wilderness  study  areas 
(WSAs)  are  currently  managed  under  the  Interim  Management  Policy  (IMP)  in 
the  JRA.   Portions  of  these  WSAs  extend  into  the  Bruneau  Resource  Area  and 
into  the  Shoshone  BLM  District  (see  Map  3-9  and  Table  3-12).   The  three 
areas  Bruneau  River-Sheep  Creek  WSA,  Jarbidge  River  WSA  and  King  Hill  WSA 
possess  high  quality  primitive  and  semiprimitive  recreation,  scenic  and 
natural  values.   The  following  alternatives  and  Table  2-3  present  five 
configurations /acreages  for  managing  these  WSAs. 
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Alternative  A  -  Of  the  208,833  acres  that  have  been  identified  as  WSAs, 
zero  (0)  acres  are  recommended  suitable  for  wilderness.  Manage  31,410  acres 
of  the  Bruneau  River-Sheep  Creek /Jarbidge  River  Canyons  as  a  special 
recreation  management  area  (SRMA)  for  Whitewater  recreation  and  for  bighorn 
sheep.   Manage  the  remaining  acres  of  the  two  WSAs  and  the  29,309  acres  of 
the  King  Hill  WSA  under  current  levels  of  multiple  use. 

Management  actions  would  include  the  development  of  a  special  recreation 
management  area  plan  for  the  Bruneau  and  Jarbidge  River  and  for  Sheep  Creek 
to  provide  management  direction  for  growing  Whitewater  recreation,  for  other 
primitive  type  recreation  and  for  protecting  bighorn  habitat.   The  previous 
recommendation  for  121  miles  of  the  Bruneau-Jarbidge  River  for  addition  to 
the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System  would  continue  forward.   The  King 
Hill  WSA  would  be  managed  at  current  multiple  use  levels  with  primitive  and 
semiprimitive  nonmotorized  recreation  opportunities  emphasized. 

Alternative  B  -  Recommend  as  suitable  for  wilderness  management  29,740 
acres  of  the  public  lands  in  the  canyonlands  of  the  Bruneau  River-Sheep  Creek 
and  Jarbidge  River  WSAs  and  26,389  acres  of  the  King  Hill  Creek  WSA.  Manage 
the  nonsuitable  lands  for  other  mixtures  of  multiple  use.   See  Map  2-1. 

Management  actions  would  include  the  preparation  of  two  (2)  wilderness 
management  plans.   Recreation  management  on  the  nonsuitable  lands  would 
emphasize  both  primitive  and  semiprimitive,  nonmotorized  and  motorized  rec- 
reation (see  Table  3-10).   Only  120  miles  of  the  121  mile  wild  and  scenic 
river  recommendation  would  continue  forward.   There  are  1,670  acres  in  the 
canyon  of  the  Bruneau  River  and  Sheep  Creek  Canyons  which  would  not  be  recom- 
mended for  wilderness  to  accommodate  a  utility  corridor.   The  corridor  would 
exclude  one  mile  of  wild  river  designation  in  the  Bruneau  River  Canyon  and  a 
wilderness  designation  in  three  miles  of  the  upper  Sheep  Creek  Canyon.   In 
the  event  Congress  does  not  classify  the  areas  wilderness,  they  would  be 
managed  as  outlined  under  Alternative  A.   See  Map  2-1  and  Appendix  Table  B-6 
for  location  and  acreage  breakdown  by  MUA. 

Alternative  C  -  Recommend  as  suitable  for  wilderness  management  31,410 
acres  of  the  public  lands  in  the  canyonlands  of  the  Bruneau  River-Sheep  Creek 
and  Jarbidge  River  WSAs.  Manage  the  nonsuitable  lands  for  other  mixtures  of 
multiple  use.   See  Map  4  and  Map  2-1. 

Management  actions  would  include  the  preparation  of  one  (1)  wilderness 
management  plan.   Recreation  management  on  the  areas  recommended  nonsuitable 
would  emphasize  both  primitive  and  semiprimitive,  motorized  recreation  (see 
Table  3-10).   The  121  mile  wild  and  scenic  river  recommendation  would  continue 
forward.   In  the  event  Congress  does  not  classify  the  areas  as  wilderness, 
the  areas  within  bighorn  sheep  habitat  would  be  managed  as  an  ACEC  and  the 
remaining  area  would  be  managed  for  primitive  and  semiprimitive,  motorized 
values.   Currently  an  ACEC  designation  is  being  established  only  in  the 
Jarbidge  Resource  Area.   The  Bruneau  Resource  Area  land  use  plan  recognizes 
bighorn  sheep  habitat,  but  the  Bruneau  land  use  plan  would  have  to  be  amended 
to  designate  an  ACEC.   See  Map  2-2  and  Appendix  Table  B-6  for  location  and 
acreage  breakdown  by  MUA. 

Alternative  C-\    -   Recommend  as  suitable  for  wilderness  management  119,436 
acres  of  public  lands  in  the  canyonlands  of  the  Bruneau  River-Sheep  Creek  WSA, 
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all  of  the  Jarbidge  River  WSA,  and  most  of  the  King  Hill  Creek  WSA.  Manage 
the  nonsui table  lands  for  other  mixtures  of  multiple  use.   See  Map  2-1. 

Management  actions  would  include  the  preparation  of  two  (2)  wilderness 
management  plans.  Recreation  management  on  the  nonsuitable  lands  would 
emphasize  both  primitive  and  semiprimitive,  motorized  recreation  (see  Table 
3-10).   The  121  mile  wild  and  scenic  river  recommendation  would  continue 
forward.   In  the  event  Congress  does  not  classify  the  areas  as  wilderness, 
they  would  be  managed  as  outlined  under  Alternative  C.   See  Map  2-1  and 
Appendix  Table  B-6  for  location  and  acreage  breakdown  by  MUA. 

Alternative  D  -  Recommend  as  suitable  for  wilderness  management  208,833 
acres  of  all  public  lands  in  the  Bruneau  River-Sheep  Creek,  Jarbidge  River 
and  King  Hill  WSAs.   See  Map  2-1. 

Management  actions  would  include  preparation  of  two  (2)  wilderness 
management  plans.   The  121  mile  wild  and  scenic  river  recommendation  would 
continue  forward.   In  the  event  Congress  does  not  classify  the  areas  as 
wilderness,  the  areas  would  be  managed  as  outlined  under  Alternative  C.   See 
Map  2-1  and  Appendix  Table  B-6  for  location  and  acreage  breakdown  by  MUA. 

Alternative  D]  -  Same  as  Alternative  D. 

Table  2-3 
Preliminary  Suitobility/Nonsuitability  Wilderness  Recommendations  (acres) 


Recommended  Acreage* 

ABC 

C  (sub) 

D  &D  ( 

[sub)  I 

WSA 

Suit- 
able 

Non- 
Suit-  |  Suit- 
able    I  able 

Non- 
Suit-  |  Suit- 
able    I  able 

Non- 
Suit- 
able 

I  Non- 
Suit-  1  Suit- 
able    I  able 

Suit- 
able 

Non-  I 
Suit-| 
able  I 

I  Bruneau  River-Sheep 
1  Creek  ID-111-17 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

28,8691  4,293 
75,537|12,096 

24,576|  4,633 
63,441|13,296 

24,236 
62,241 

4,633124,236 
13,296162,241 

28,869 
75,537 

I     Jarbidge  RA 
I     Bruneau  RA 

0 

0    1 

WSA  Total 
I  Jarbidge  River  HHL7-11 

104,406116,389 

66,770110,899 
8,3481  2,452 

88,017117,929 

55,871110,989 
5,896 1  2,492 

86,477 

55,781 
5,856 

17,929186,477 

66,7701      0 
8,3481      0 

104,406 

66,770 
8,348 

0     1 

Jarbidge  RA 
1     Bruneau  RA 

0     1 
0     1 

WSA  Total 
iKing  Hill  Creek  ID-19-2 

75,118113,351 

23,815121,095 
5,4941  5,294 

61,767113,481 

2,7201      0 
2001      0 

61,637 

23,815 
5,494 

75,1181      0 

21,0951  2,720 
5,2941      200 

75, 118 

23,815 
5,494 

0     1 

1    Jarbidge  RA 

I    Shoshone  District 

0 

o   1 

WSA  Total 

29,309126,389 

2,9201      0 

29,309 

26,3891  2,920 

29,309 

0    1 

1               TOTAIS 

0 

208,833156,129 

152,704131,410 

177,423 

119,436189,397 

208,833 

0     I 

*  All  suitable  wilderness  recommendations  are  preliminary.    Mineral  surveys  by  the  U.S.  Geological 
Survey  and  Bureau  of  Mines  will  be  completed  and  survey  data  given  consideration  before  final 
suitable  recommendations  are  made  to  Congress. 
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Recreation 

Recreation  on  public  lands  in  the  JRA  offers  a  range  of  recreation 
opportunities.  Whitewater  boating,  hiking,  and  nature  study  are  popular 
activities  and  may  be  found  occurring  in  the  Bruneau  and  Jarbidge  River 
Canyons,  Salmon  Falls  Creek.  Canyon,  along  the  Oregon  Trail,  and  Hagerman 
Fossil  Beds.   Cross  country  skiing  and  snowmobiling  are  very  popular 
activities  in  the  higher  elevations  of  the  JRA  north  of  the  Snake  River  and 
fishing,  hunting,  camping,  and  ORV  activities  occur  throughout  the  JRA. 

Philosophical  conflicts  among  different  recreation  uses  in  the  same  area 
and  the  setting  aside  of  lands  for  recreation  is  a  concern  of  many  people 
who  have  diverse  interests  in  the  JRA.  These  and  other  factors  were 
considered  in  developing  the  following  alternatives. 

Alternative  A  -  Provide  quality  recreation  opportunities  for  dispersed 
recreation  and  protect  five  (5)  areas  having  unique  natural  scenic  and 
recreation  values  through  special  designation  and  management. 

The  JRA  would  continue  to  provide  for  a  diversity  of  dispersed  related 
recreation  opportunities  which  compliments  recreation  facilities  provided  by 
state,  local  and  other  federal  agencies.   Primitive  and  semiprimitive  (both 
nonmotorized  and  motorized)  recreation  opportunities  and  roaded  natural 
areas  with  supported  developments  would  continue  to  be  provided.   Special 
designations  to  protect  the  Oregon  Trail  (National  Register  and  SRMA) , 
Bruneau- Jarbidge  River  (Wild  and  Scenic  River) ,  Salmon  Falls  Creek  Canyon 
(Outstanding  Natural  Area),  and  Upper  Salmon  Falls  Creek  and  Canyon  would  be 
processed  and  Special  Recreation  Management  Area  Plans  would  be  developed. 
The  Hagerman  Fossil  Beds  (currently  a  National  Natural  Landmark),  would 
continue  to  be  protected.   Other  Areas  having  unique  natural,  scenic  and 
recreation  values  would  be  protected  and  managed  under  current  policies  and 
procedures. 

ORV  recreation  opportunities  would  be  unrestricted  on  88%  of  the  JRA. 
ORV  limitations  consisting  of  restrictions  to  designated  roads  and  trails 
would  continue  for  Birds  of  Prey  Area,  Hagerman  Fossil  Beds,  Oregon  Trail 
and  the  Bruneau- Jarbidge  Wild  and  Scenic  River  Area.  Over  the  snow  vehicle 
limitations  in  the  Upper  Bennett  MUA  may  be  implemented  if  such  activity 
begins  to  have  impacts  on  wintering  big  game.   ORV  recreation  activity  is  to 
remain  closed  on  the  Oregon  Trail  ruts,  Sand  Point,  and  the  Say lor  Creek 
Gunnery  Range. 

Appendix  Tables  B-la  and  B-6  show  the  breakdown  of  special  designation 
acreage  and  motorized  vehicle  management  acreage  by  MUA  and  Map  2-5  shows 
areas  of  ORV  restrictions. 

Alternative  B  -  Provide  quality  recreation  opportunities  for  dispersed 
recreation  and  protect  six  (6)  areas  having  unique  natural,  scenic  and 
recreation  values  through  special  designation  and  management.   The  manage- 
ment actions  identified  in  Alternative  A  would  apply  here  as  well  and  in 
addition,  the  Hagerman  Fossil  Beds  would  be  designated  an  ACEC,  and  the 
Upper  Jarbidge  River  East  and  West  Forks  would  be  designated  an  SRMA.   Areas 
recommended  for  wilderness  would  be  managed  for  primitive  recreation. 
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ORV  recreation  activities  would  be  unrestricted  on  87%,  limited  on  3% 
and  closed  on  10%  of  the  JRA.  The  increase  in  additional  closed  areas  comes 
from  wilderness  designations,  protection  of  cultural  and  paleontologic  site. 

Appendix  Tables  B-la  and  B-6  show  the  breakdown  of  special  designation 
acreage  and  motorized  vehicle  management  acreage  by  MUA  and  Map  2-5  shows 
areas  having  ORV  restrictions. 

Alternative  C  -  Provide  quality  recreation  opportunities  for  dispersed 
recreation  and  protect  seven  (7)  areas  having  unique  natural,  scenic,  and 
recreation  values  through  special  designation  and  management. 

The  management  actions  identified  in  Alternatives  A  and  B  would  apply  in 
this  Alternative.  A  Special  Recreation  Management  Area  Plan  would  be 
developed  for  the  56,680  acres  Bennett  Hills  Winter  Area. 

ORV  recreation  activities  would  be  unrestricted  on  70%,  limited  on  22% 
and  closed  on  8%  of  the  JRA.  The  increase  in  closures  comes  from  ACEC 
designations. 

Appendix  Tables  B-la  and  B-6  show  the  breakdown  of  special  designation 
acreage  and  motorized  vehicle  management  acreage  by  MUA  and  Map  2-5  shows 
areas  having  ORV  restrictions. 

Alternative  C-\  -  The  same  as  Alternative  C  except  ORV  recreation  would 
unrestricted  on  70%,  limited  on  18%  and  closed  on  12%  of  the  JRA.  This  is 
due  to  increased  wilderness  areas. 

Alternative  D  -  Provide  quality  recreation  opportunities  for  dispersed 
recreation  and  protect  eight  (8)  areas  having  unique  natural,  scenic,  and 
recreation  values  through  special  designation  and  management. 

The  management  actions  identified  in  Alternatives  B  and  C  would  apply  in 
this  Alternative  and  in  addition,  Salmon  Falls  Creek  Canyon  would  be 
designated  an  ACEC  for  its  unique  natural  values  (see  Appendix  C)  and  the 
A.J.  Wiley  reach  of  the  Snake  River  would  be  designated  a  SRMA. 

ORV  recreation  activities  would  be  unrestricted  on  69%,  limited  on  14% 
and  closed  on  17%  of  the  JRA.   The  increase  in  closures  comes  from 
wilderness  and  ACEC  designations.  Appendix  Tables  B-la  and  B-6  show  the 
breakdown  of  special  designation  acreage  and  motorized  vehicle  management 
acreage  by  MUA  and  Map  2-5  shows  areas  having  ORV  restrictions. 

The  A.J.  Wiley  reach  of  the  Snake  River  would  be  recommended  for  study 
under  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  Act  and  for  status  as  a  National 
Natural  Landmark. 

Alternative  Pi  -  Same  as  Alternative  D. 

Cultural  Resources 

The  Oregon  National  Historic  Trail  is  perhaps  the  most  recognized 
cultural  resource  value  in  the  JRA.  The  Trail,  along  with  the  north  and 
south  alternates  and  the  Kelton  Road,  has  received  national  attention  for 
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preservation  of  this  asset.   The  JRA  also  has  a  number  of  other  areas  having 
significant  cultural  resource  values.  Many  of  these  areas  are  being 
destroyed  by  vandalism,  livestock  trampling  and  erosion.   Class  I  and  II 
inventories  conducted  over  much  of  JRA  have  identified  a  number  of  areas 
possessing  concentrations  of  cultural  sites.   Although  cultural  resource 
management  is  not  a  major  issue,  the  values  needing  protection  and  the 
publics  interest  in  preserving  remnants  of  our  past  heritage  is  a  management 
concern  and  is  addressed  at  different  levels  in  the  four  alternatives  and 
acreage  protected  by  MUA  is  shown  in  Appendix  Tables  B-l  and  B-la. 

Alternative  A  -  Protect  areas  having  cultural  values  through  existing 
mechanisms.  Enforcement  of  existing  laws,  rules  and  regulations  would 
continue  at  current  levels.  Mitigation  or  excavation  of  cultural  sites 
disturbed  from  other  management  actions,  agricultural  development  etc., 
would  be  used  to  reduce  damage  or  to  collect  data  from  disturbed/damaged 
sites.   Management  actions  would  continue  to  protect  the  Oregon  National 
Historic  Trail,  the  north  and  south  alternates  and  the  Kelton  Road.  A  total 
of  51.2  miles  of  sites/ruts  in  the  Oregon  Trail  Route  would  be  nominated  for 
inclusion  on  the  National  Register.   The  Special  Recreation  Management  Plan 
would  also  be  updated  for  the  Oregon  Trail. 

Alternative  B  -  Protect  through  special  designation  (National  Register) 
three  (3)  areas/complexes  containing  concentrations  of  cultural  sites  and 
protect  eight  (8)  areas/complexes  through  special  management. 

The  management  actions  that  would  be  taken  in  Alternative  A  would  also 
be  taken  in  this  alternative.   In  addition,  National  Register  designation 
would  be  requested  for  37,000  acres  of  public  land  with  cultural  values  for 
the  Dry  Lakes/Bruneau  River  and  Devil  Creek  Complexes.   The  282  recorded  CR 
sites  contained  within  this  acreage  each  occupy  an  area  of  approximately  one 
acre  or  less.  The  land  in  between  these  sites  is  of  little  consequence  to 
the  nomination  unless  additional  sites  are  discovered.  Therefore  the  area 
of  concern  is  less  than  282  acres  spread  through  the  37,000  acres.  National 
Register  designation  does  not  preclude  grazing,  the  construction  of  range 
improvements,  etc.  in  the  area  between  CR  sites.   Cultural  Resource  Activity 
Plans  will  be  prepared  for  the  Clover  Creek,  Post  Office,  Pot  Hole,  Dove 
Springs,  Dry  Lakes/Bruneau  River,  Devil  Creek,  and  the  Juniper  Ranch 
Complexes.   These  plans  identify  the  type  of  special  management  required 
(including  fencing,  signing,  erosion  control,  monitoring,  the  development  of 
alternatives  water  sources  and  additional  inventory  needs)  without 
preventing  established  access  by  water  or  forage.  Undiscovered  cultural 
sites/complexes  would  be  protected  by  standard  operating  procedures. 

Alternative  C  -  Protect  three  (3)  sites/areas  through  special 
designation  (national  register).   Protect  nine  (9)  areas/complexes 
containing  concentrations  of  cultural  sites,  through  special  management 
(determined  by  activity  planning). 

The  management  actions  that  would  be  taken  in  Alternative  B  would  also 
be  taken  in  this  Alternative.   In  addition,  1,000  acres  of  Arch  Canyon  would 
be  included  within  the  Bruneau/Jarbidge  River  ACEC. 

Alternative  C-\    -   Same  as  Alternative  C. 
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Alternative  D  -  Protect  six  (6)  sites/areas  through  special  designation 
(national  register).   Protect  nine  (9)  areas /complexes,  containing 
concentrations  of  cultural  sites,  through  special  management  (determined  by 
activity  planning). 

The  management  actions  that  would  be  taken  in  Alternative  B  and  C  would 
be  taken  in  this  alternative  and  1,480  additional  acres  would  be  nominated 
to  the  National  Register  (Juniper  Ranch,  Clover  Creek,  and  Arch  Canyon 
complexes). 

Alternative  Pi  -  Same  as  Alternative  D. 

Paleontologic  Resources 

The  Jarbidge  Resource  Area  contains  several  important  paleontologic 
resources,  including  the  world  famous  Hagerman  National  Natural  Landmark.   A 
significant  number  of  these  sites  are  being  threatened  or  seriously  impacted 
by  existing  and  proposed  management  actions. 

Alternative  A  -  Protect  paleontologic  resources. 

Paleontologic  resources  would  be  protected  under  existing  rules  and 
regulations  and  standard  operating  procedures.  The  Hagerman  Fossil  Beds 
would  be  managed  as  is  and  under  the  current  Memorandum  of  Understanding  with 
the  State  Parks  and  Recreation  Department.   A  watershed  activity  plan  would 
be  implemented  to  reduce  erosion  currently  occurring  on  the  Hagerman  Area. 

Alternative  B  -  Provide  special  protection  for  the  624  acre  Sand  Point 
Paleontologic  area  and  the  4,394  acre  Hagerman  Fossil  Beds. 

In  addition  to  the  management  actions  identified  in  Alternative  A, 
designate  and  manage  the  Sand  Point  Paleontologic  areas  and  Hagerman  Fossil 
Beds  as  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC)  (see  Map  2-3  and 
pages  69-75  of  Part  I).   Prepare  a  Special  Recreation  Management  Plan  for 
the  Hagerman  Fossil  Beds  and  continue  to  study  the  area  for  possible 
nomination  as  a  national  monument. 

Alternatives  C,  C]  ,  D  and  D-\    -   Provide  special  protection  for  815 
acres  of  the  Sand  Point  Paleontologic  area  and  the  4,394  acre  Hagerman 
Fossil  Beds. 

The  management  actions  and  special  designations  identified  in 
Alternatives  A  and  B  are  applicable  to  Alternatives  C  and  D.   However,  the 
ACEC  designation  for  the  Sand  Point  Paleontologic  area  has  been  increased  to 
815  acres  (see  Table  B-la). 

Forest  Management 

The  timber  resources  in  the  JRA  is  located  in  the  Anderson  Ranch/Boise 
River  and  Upper  Bennett  MUAs  (1  and  2).   Of  the  3,814  forested  acres,  only 
2,371  acres  are  considered  commercial  forest.  The  demand  to  harvest  timber/ 
wood  products  from  these  MUAs  has  been  nonexistent  over  the  past  several 
decades.   Inaccessibility,  scattering  of  commercial  parcels,  more  economical 
sales  from  adjacent  U.  S.  Forest  Service  lands  are  a  few  of  several  reasons 
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for  this  lack  of  interest  in  harvesting.  Although  timber  harvesting  was  not 
an  issue,  the  management  potential  for  future  harvest,  along  with  its 
associated  impacts,  is  a  management  concern. 

Alternatives  A  and  B  -  Manage  1,143  acres  commercial  forest  lands  for 
timber  harvest  (sales)  over  the  next  20  years. 

Make  available  for  bid  (sale)  1,540  Mbdft  of  commercial  timber. 
Preparation  of  timber  offering  would  be  coordinated  with  U.S.  Forest  Service 
Sale  Plans  to  improve  opportunity  for  economic  feasibility.  Timber 
management  plans  (sales  and  reforestation)  would  be  prepared  prior  to  sale 
offerings.   Commercial  and  recreation  firewood  cutting  for  personal  use 
would  continue. 

Alternative  C  and  Ci  -  Manage  1,086  acres  of  commercial  forest  lands 
for  timber  harvest  (sales)  over  the  next  20  years. 

Make  available  for  bid  (sales)  1,454  Mbdft  of  commercial  timber.  Other 
actions  and  plans  are  same  as  Alternatives  A  and  B. 

Alternative  D  and  Pi  -  Manage  both  non  commercial  and  commercial 
forest  lands  for  protection  of  riparian  areas,  watershed,  wildlife  habitat 
(thermal  cover),  recreation  and  visual  values. 

Commercial  timber  would  not  be  made  available  (sales).  Recreation 
firewood  cutting  for  personal  use,  would  be  allowed  to  continue. 

A  comparison  of  commercial  forest  acreages,  area  set  asides,  deferment, 
etc.,  by  Alternative  is  shown  in  Table  2-4. 

Table  2-4 
Timber  Harvest  (acres) 


Alternative 

Alternative 

Alternative 

Alternative 

A 

B 

C  &   Ct 

D  &  Dt 

1  Total  Forested  Acres 

3,814 

3,814 

3,814 

3,814 

I  Total  Woodland 

1,443 

1,443 

1,443 

1,443 

1  Total  Commercial  Forest 

1      Land   (CFL) 

2,371 

2,371 

2,371 

2,371 

|TPCC  Withdrawal 

515 

515 

515 

515 

iResource  Values  With- 

drawals  (wildlife, 

85 

85 

173 

1,856 

watershed,    riparian) 

1  Economic  Deferral 

628 

628 

597 

0 

lAcres  Available  for 

I      Harvest 

1,143 

1,143 

1,086 

0 

I  Harvest   (Mbdft) 

1,540 

1,540 

1,454 

0 
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Alternatives  Considered  But  Not  Developed 

Three  additional  alternatives  were  considered  but  were  not  developed  or 
analyzed  in  the  plan.  Alternatives  not  developed  are  as  follows: 

-  Maximize  Livestock  Grazing  -  This  alternative  would  have  developed 
livestock  grazing  to  the  maximum  extent  possible  without 
consideration  for  other  resource  needs  and/or  demands. 

-  Maximum  Wildlife  Production  -  This  alternative  would  have  emphasized 
converting  land  capabilities  to  wildlife  habitat  to  the  maximum 
extent  possible  without  consideration  for  other  resource  needs  and/or 
demands . 

-  Maximum  Environmental  Protection  -  This  alternative  would  have 
limited  any  outside  influences  to  the  natural  ecosystem  of  the  area 
and  would  have  prohibited  the  conversion  of  any  lands  to  uses  that 
would  deplete  resources  or  result  in  surface  disturbing  activities. 

These  alternatives  were  not  developed  further  for  the  following  reasons: 

-  they  were  not  technically  feasible, 

-  they  did  not  include  adequate  provisions  for  multiple  use  of  public 
lands  in  the  resource  area, 

-  it  was  extremely  unlikely  that  selection  could  be  made  due  to  adverse 
social  and  economic  reasons,  or 

-  they  were  not  consistent  with  existing  laws  and  regulations. 

Wilderness  suitability  recommendations  for  additional  inventory  units 
were  also  considered  but  were  not  included  in  any  of  the  alternatives.   The 
stateline  units  along  the  Bruneau  River,  Jarbidge  River,  and  Salmon  Falls 
Creek;   BLM  lands  along  the  South  Fork  of  the  Boise  River;  and  lands  in  the 
Lower  Salmon  Falls  Creek  area  were  considered  for  wilderness  recommendations 
under  Section  202  of  FLPMA.   The  wilderness  characteristics  of  these  areas 
were  evaluated  but  they  did  not  have  significant  wilderness  values  to 
warrant  management  as  wilderness  under  any  of  the  alternatives. 

The  identification  of  the  three  stateline  units  as  Wilderness  Study 
Areas  (WSAs)  under  Section  603  of  FLPMA  was  under  appeal  at  the  time  of  the 
draft  RMP/EIS.   The  Interior  Board  of  Land  Appeals  determined  that  these 
areas  did  not  qualify  as  Wilderness  Study  Areas.   Therefore,  they  will  not 
be  addressed  under  Section  603  of  FLPMA. 

The  Lower  Salmon  Falls  Creek  area  was  dropped  as  a  WSA  at  the  time  the 
Draft  RMP/EIS  was  prepared  by  order  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  because 
it  is  less  than  5,000  acres  in  size.   Since  then,  a  successful  court  suit 
was  filed  which  reinstated  this  area  as  a  WSA  under  Section  603  of  FLPMA. 
This  area  will  be  addressed  under  Section  603  of  FLPMA  through  a  future 
planning  and  environmental  assessment  action. 
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Relationship  to  NEPA  Goals 

The  alternatives  described  in  this  RMP/EIS  all  would  achieve  the 
requirements  of  sections  101  and  102(1)  of  NEPA  and  other  environmental  laws 
and  policies.   Each  of  the  alternatives  is  designed  to  use  practicable  means 
to  create  and  maintain  conditions  under  which  humans  and  nature  can  exist  in 
productive  harmony,  but  the  emphasis  is  different  in  each  alternative. 
Alternative  A  would  place  little  emphasis  on  preservation  of  natural  aspects 
of  our  national  heritage  and  enhancement  of  the  quality  of  renewable 
resources.   Alternatives  A,  B,  C]_,  D  and  D^  would  limit  the  range  of 
uses  and  the  environment.   Alternative  C,  the  Proposed  Plan,  would  attain 
the  widest  range  of  beneficial  uses  of  the  environment  while  preserving 
important  historic,  cultural,  and  natural  aspects  of  our  national  heritage. 

All  actions  taken  to  implement  the  Proposed  Plan  (Alternative  C)  would 
be  monitored  as  outlined  in  Appendix  D. 


Comparative  Summary 

A  comparison  of  impacts  between  all  alternatives  is  shown  on  Table  2-5. 
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Alternative   Dl 

Population:   Yearlong  -5,030 
Winter     -14,440 
Mule  deer  would  greatly 
benefit  from  the  lack  of 
competition   for   spring 
grasses   and    forbs. 

Reasonable   population   goals 
would  be  exceeded. 

Population  would   increase 
to   440  sheep  with   the   lack 
of   livestock   competition  on 
plateaus   adjacent   to   core 
canyon   habitat. 

Population:   Yearlong  -2,2601 
Winter        -4,200i 
Antelope  would  have  use  of    1 
forbs  without   competition,    1 
thus  allowing  an  improved 
diet  and  greater  produc- 
tivity.                                           1 

Reasonable   population  goals  1 
would  be  exceeded. 

Population:   Yearlong  -  400    1 
Winter        -   675    I 
The   lack   of   competition   fori 
spring  grass  would   improve    I 
the   quality  of   this  animals  I 
diet.                                                     1 

Reasonable   population  goals  1 
would   be   greatly  exceeded.    1 

Alternative   D 

Population:   Yearlong  -     3,530 
Winter       -  12,040 
Competition  with   livestock 
for  spring  grasses  and   forbs 
would  lessen.      Spring  use  by 
livestock   in  MUA   2  would   be 
reduced  by  half,   allowing 
the  deer  on  this  crucial 
winter/spring  area    to  utilize 
additional  grass  and  forbs. 

Reasonable  population  goals 
would   be   met   and  slightly 
exceeded. 

Population  goal  would   be 
exceeded.      Habitat   quality 
slightly  improved  with  de- 
creased  livestock   grazing  use 
on  canyon   rims. 

Population:    Yearlong   -  1,410 
Winter       -  3,200 
Antelope   would   be   expected 
to   establish  a   permanent 
population  in  MUA  3.      Eco- 
logical  condition   of   habitat 
would   not    change   but   plant 
species  composition  would 
improve  slightly  benefitting 
the  antelope's   diet. 

Reasonable   population  goals 
would  be  met . 

Population:      Yearlong  -  240 
Winter       -  390 
Proper   livestock   stocking 
rates   coupled  with  habitat 
improvement   projects   and 
decrease   by   50%   in   spring 
livestock  use  would  greatly 
benefit    these   animals   found 
on  Bennett   Mtn.      The   addi- 
tional decline   in  livestock 
use  by  20%  would  allow  the 
reasonable   population  goals 
to  be  exceeded. 

Alternative   CI 
Same  as   Alternative   C. 
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Alternative   C 

Population:    Yearlong  -     3,380 
Winter        -  11,140 
Competition   with   livestock 
for   spring  grasses  and    forbs 
would  lessen.     Wildlife 
habitat   and   range    improvement 
projects  would   benefit  mule 
deer  by   improving   plant 
species   composition  and 
ultimately   diet.      Spring  use 
by  livestock  in  MUA  2  would 
probably  be   reduced  by  half 
and   populations  would   in- 
crease  to  meet   reasonable 
population  goals. 

Population  may  exceed  goal. 
Habitat  quality  slightly  im- 
proved with  decreased  live- 
stock grazing  use  on  canyon 
rime. 

Population:   Yearlong  -  1,370 
Winter        -   3,160 
Antelope    population  would 
continue   to   grow  and   occupy 
habitat   changed   from  sage- 
brush dominated   to  one   domi- 
nated by  grass  and  forbs. 
Ecological   condition   of 
habitat  would  not  change  but 
plant   composition  would    im- 
prove  slightly  benefitting 
the  antelope's  diet. 

Reasonable    population  goals 
would   be   met. 

Population:      Yearlong   -  200 
Winter       -  300 
Proper   livestock   stocking 
rates  coupled  with  habitat, 
improvement   projects   and 
decrease  by   50%  in  spring 
livestock  use  would  greatly 
benefit   these  animals   found 
on   Bennett   Mtn. 

Reasonable   poulatlon  goals 
would   be   met. 

Alternative   B 

Population:      Yearlong   -   2,190 
Winter       -  6,120 

Population  levels  would  remain 
unchanged   except    In  MUA  2 
where  the  population  of   3,350 
deer  would  decline  by  about   50% 

Mule  deer  on  crucial  winter 
range    in  MUA   2  would   have   popu- 
lation crash  sooner  than  in 
Alt.    A,   due    to   additional 
forage   use   by   livestock. 
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Population:      Yearlong   -   1,340 
Winter        -   3,130 
Antelope   population  would 
continue   to   grow  and   occupy 
habitat  changed   from  sagebrush 
dominated  to  one  dominated  by 
grass  and   forbs.      Expansion  of 
population  due  to  increase   In 
low  height   structure  of 
habitat. 

Population:      Yearlong   -  45 
Winter        -  85 
Elk   population  would   decline 
with  additional   20%  livestock 
use,    due   to  decreased   carrying 
capacity. 

Current    livestock  use  would 
prevent  improvement  in  elk 
habitat   quality  and    result   in  a 
decline   of   current   populations. 
Spring  competition  with   live- 
stock would  continue. 

Reasonable  population  goals 
would  not  be  met. 

Alternative  A 

Population:    Yearlong   -   2,480 
Winter       -  6,730 

Population  levels  would 
remain  unchanged  except    in 
MUA   2  where   the   present 
population  of   3,350  deer 
would   decline   by  about    50%. 
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Population:    Yearlong   -  1,340 
Winter       -  3,130 
Antelope   population  would 
continue  to  grow  and  occupy 
habitat   changed   from   sage- 
brush dominated   to  one  domi- 
nated  by   grass  and   forbs. 
Expansion  of    population  due 
to  increase   in  low  height 
structure   of    habitat. 

Population:      Yearlong   -  125 
Winter       -  195 
Current   livestock  use   would 
prevent    improvement    in   elk 
habitat    quality  and   result   in 
maintenance   of   current   popu- 
lations.     Spring  competition 
with   livestock   for  grass 
would   continue. 

Current    Situation 

Approximate  Population: 
Yearlong  -  2,480 
Winter       -  8,380 

Population  Goal: 

Yearlong  -     3,380 
Winter       -  11,140 
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Approximate   Population: 
Yearlong   -        660 
Winter       -  1,160 

Population  Goal: 

Yearlong  -  1,370 
Winter        -   3,160 

Approximate   Population: 

Yearlong   -  125 

Winter        -   195 
Over  half  the  use  occurs  on 
Bennett   Mtn.      A  portion  of    the 
elk   summer  on   the   adjacent 
Boise   National   Forest. 

Population  Goal: 
Yearlong  -  200 
Winter       -  300 

Resource 

Terrestrial  Wildlife  - 
Mule  Deer 
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Alternative  Dl      1 

Habitat  conditions  would 
improve.   Riparian  areas 
and  meadow  would  provide   1 
abundant  forbs ,  insects, 
and  cover  for  chicks. 

Populations  should  show  a   1 
dramatic  improvement  in 
those  areas  having  food, 
water,  and  cover  in  close   1 
proximity.   The  nesting     1 
complex  would  be  reduced 
In  size  due  to  wildfire.    1 

However,  the  rate  of 
habitat  loss  would  be 
reduced  as  a  result  of 
reseeding  fire  resistant    I 
species  in  rehabilitation   1 
efforts. 
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Impacts  from  livestock 
grazing  would  be  eliminated  1 
and  the  scientific  value  of  1 
cultural  sites  would  be 
enhanced. 

Alternative  D 

Habitat  conditions  would  im- 
prove slightly  with  decreased 
livestock  use. 

The  nesting  complex  would  be 
reduced  in  size  due  to  wild- 
fire.  However,  the  rate  of 
loss  would  be  reduced  as  a 
result  of  reseeding  fire 
resistant  species  in 
rehabilitation  efforts. 

Minor  habitat  improvement 
would  be  derived  from  In- 
clusion of  wildlife  needs  in 
proposed  range  manipulations. 

Habitat  improvement  projects 
would  benefit  sage  grouse 
populations  in  a  few  key 
areas - 
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Fire  occurrance  and  suppres- 
sion costs  adjacent  to 
farming  projects  would  remain 
at  current  levels.   Full  sup- 
pression action  on  the  entire 
resource  area  would  reduce 
the  acreage  burned  in  the 
limited  suppression  area  by 
5~10%  but  suppression  costs 
would  increase. 
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Impacts  would  be  the  same  as 
Alternative  C  except  that  an 
additional  21  scientifically 
Important  sites  would  be 
fenced  and  cultural  values 
enhanced.  Three  additional 
site  complexes  requiring 
special  management  would  re- 
ceive special  protection 
through  National  Register 
nomination  (Arch  Canyon, 
Juniper  Ranch  and  Clover 
Creek  Complexes). 

Alternative  CI 
Same  as  Alternative  C. 

******** 

O  <*l  OD  Cjv 
sO  CN 

******** 

O   CM 

cj 

> 

E 

41 

a 

3  tu 

©   <M 

o   o 
o 

9 
M     O 
CO 

a>   co 
>>x) 

QJ     CO 

00 
>>   G 
X  -H 

0    «-• 

to   c 
to    ca 
O     M 

o 

XJ 

>■  a 

I 

c 
at 

5 

CO 

CO 

CU 

% 

C/l 

Alternative  C 

Habitat  conditions  would  im- 
prove slightly  with  decreased 
livestock  use. 

The  nesting  complex  would 
continue  to  be  reduced  in 
size  due  to  wildfire.   How- 
ever, the  rate  of  habitat 
loss  would  be  reduced  as  a 
result  of  reseeding  fire 
resistant  species  In  rehabi- 
litation efforts. 

Minor  habitat  Improvement 
would  be  derived  from  in- 
clusion of  wildlife  needs  in 
proposed  range  manipulations. 

Habitat  Improvement  projects 
on  approximately  20,000  acres 
would  benefit  sage  grouse 
populations  in  a  few  key 
areas 
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Fire  occurrence  and  suppres- 
sion costs  adjacent  to 
farming  projects  would  be  as 
described  in  Alternative  A. 
Full  suppression  action  on 
the  entire  resource  area 
would  reduce  the  acreage 
burned  in  the  limited  sup- 
pression area  by  5-10%  but 
suppression  costs  would 
Increase. 
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Impacts  would  be  the  same  as 
Alternative  B  except  that 
ACEC  designation  of  the  Arch 
Canyon  Complex  would  provide 
special  protection  of 
cultural  values. 

Alternative  B 

Habitat  conditions  would  de- 
cline in  quality  with  increased 
livestock  use  and  resultant 
heavier  use  on  forbs  needed  by 
sage  grouse  chicks. 

The  nesting  complex  would  con- 
tinue to  be  reduced  In  size  due 
to  wildfire.   However,  the  rate 
of  habitat  loss  would  be  re- 
duced as  a  result  of  reseeding 
fire  resistant  species  in 
rehabilitation  efforts. 

Minor  habitat  Improvement  would 
be  derived  from  inclusion  of 
wildlife  needs  in  proposed 
range  manipulations. 
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Same  as  Alternative  A,  except 
an  additional  110,982  acres 
would  receive  full  suppression. 
Suppression  costs  would  in- 
crease slightly  and  the  acreage 
burned  would  decrease  slightly 
Fire  rehabilitation  seedings 
would  reduce  long  term  fire 
occurrence  and  fire  size. 

creation  use  would  Increase  to  s 
gnatlng  portions  of  the  area  as 
ause  use  in  affected  areas  is 

Nomination  and  acceptance  of 
the  Oregon  Trail,  Dry  Uikes/ 
Bruneau  River,  and  Devil  Creek 
site  complexes  to  the  National 
Register  would  enhance  protec- 
tion measures.   Fencing  nine 
sites  would  limit  site  de- 
terioration.  Twenty-five 
scientifically  Important  sites 
would  continue  to  deteriorate 
from  livestock  trampling.   In- 
creases in  grazing  use  would 
increase  the  rate  of  deteriora- 
tion and  the  number  of  sites 
impacted  by  livestock  grazing. 

Alternative  A 

|The  nesting  complex  would 
1  continue  to  be  reduced  In 
tsize  due  to  wildfire.   How- 
lever,  the  rate  of  habitat 
1  loss  would  be  reduced  as  a 
1  result  of  reseeding  fire 
Ireslstant  species  in 
I  rehabilitation  efforts. 
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Agricultural  development 
would  Increase  fire  numbers 
and  suppression  costs  in  full 
suppression  areas  to  approxi- 
mately $120,000  to  $125,000/ 
year.   In  the  limited  sup- 
pression area,  fire  suppres- 
sion costs  would  decrease  and 
the  acreages  burned  would 
increase  approximately  5-10%. 
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Sites  woulu  continue  to  be 
managed  under  Standard  Bureau  I 
Procedures  but  would  continue  1 
to  lose  scientific  value  as   1 
a  result  of  vandalism,  live-  I 
stock  trampling,  erosion  and  1 
other  agents  of  deterioration! 

Nomination  and  acceptance  of  1 
the  Oregon  Trail  to  the      1 
National  Register  would  en-   1 
riance  protection  measures. 

Current  Situation 

1  Diminished  populations  occur 
Ithroughout  the  544,665  acres 
lof  current  nesting  habitat. 

Habitat  Condition:  (%  of  118 
stream  miles  that  have  the 
potential  for  Improvement) 

Excellent   -   0% 

Good       -  17% 

Fair        -  35% 

Poor        -   48% 

Habitat  Condition:  (%  of  130 
stream  miles  that  have  the 
potential  for  improvement) 

Excellent   -  0% 

Good       -  28% 

Fair       -  27% 

Poor       -  45% 

Within  the  1,190,761  acre  full 
suppression  area  an  average  of 
44,445  acres/year  have  burned 
and  suppression  costs  are 
averaged  $100,000  per  year. 
Within  the  499,712  acre  limited 
suppression  area  an  average  of 
11,975  acres/year  have  burned. 

Estimated  annual  recreation  use 
is  2,050,000  activity 
occasions.   Most  use  occurs  in 
a  dispersed  nature  throughout 
the  resource  area. 

There  have  been  1,089  sites    1 
located.   The  following  sites   1 
and  site  complexes  require 
special  management: 
Devil  Creek  Complex 
Pot  Hole  Creek  Complex 
Juniper  Ranch  Complex 
Clover  Creek  Complex        1 
Dry  Lakes/Bruneau  River 

Complex 
Arch  Canyon  Complex 
Post  Office  Complex        1 
Oregon  Trail  Historic  Route  1 
Dove  Springs  Complex 
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CHAPTER  3 
AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT 


Introduction 


This  chapter  describes  the  elements  of  the  environment  that  could  be 
significantly  impacted  by  implementation  of  the  alternatives  under 
consideration.   It?  describes  the  present  environment  and  provides  background 
data  for  the  evaluation  of  environmental  consequences  presented  in  Chapter 
4.   Only  those  elements  expected  to  be  impacted  or  that  have  been  identified 
as  issues  or  management  concerns  are  discussed. 


Lands 


There  are  1,690,473  acres  of  federal  land  in  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area, 
307,537  acres  of  private  land  and  102,509  acres  of  state  land. 

Agricultural  Development 

The  majority  of  the  private  lands  in  the  resource  area  were  obtained 
through  agricultural  entries  such  as  the  Desert  Land  Act,  Carey  Act, 
Reclamation  Homestead  Act  and  the  Stock  Raising  Homestead  Act.   Most  of 
these  private  lands  are  still  used  for  farming  and  ranching. 

Current  applications  for  agricultural  development  have  been  made  under 
the  Desert  Land  and  Carey  Acts  and  total  159,529  acres. 

Agricultural  development  under  the  DLE/CA  laws  requires  the  demon- 
stration of  the  availability  of  a  water  supply  sufficient  to  irrigate  all  of 
the  irrigable  acres  in  the  entry.   The  majority  of  the  applicants  have 
applied  for  water  permits  to  divert  water  from  the  Snake  River  at  various 
locations.   The  remaining  applicants  propose  to  drill  wells  in  various 
locations  in  the  Snake  River  aquifer.   The  Snake  River  aquifer  is  known  to 
underlie  all  areas  currently  under  application,  but  depths  to  water  and  the 
quantity  available  is  unknown.   There  is  one  critical  ground  water  area,  and 
portions  of  two  ground  water  management  areas  in  the  resource  area. 

At  the  time  of  the  draft  RMP  no  new  water  permits  were  being  approved  by 
the  IDWR  because  of  an  Idaho  Supreme  Court  ruling  (Decision  No.  13794,  Idaho 
Power  Co.  vs.  State  of  Idaho)  that  Idaho  Power  Company's  water  rights  at 
Swan  Falls  Dam  were  not  subordinated  to  upstream  uses.   In  March  1985,  an 
agreement  between  the  State  and  Idaho  Power  Company  was  ratified  by  the 
Legislature  to  allow  for  additional  development.   This  agreement  guaranteed 
that  minimum  stream  flow  of  3900  cfs  would  be  maintained  at  Swan  Falls  Dam. 
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Electric  powered  pumps  are  normally  used  to  energize  the  irrigation 
systems.   Idaho  Power  Company,  the  major  utility  company  in  the  area,  has 
had  a  moratorium  on  new  electric  pump  hookups  since  1977.   This  has  required 
developers  to  use  less  economical  pumping  units  run  on  diesel  or  propane 
fuels  or  has  prevented  development  of  the  land.   Pumping  costs  represent  a 
major  cost  in  crop  production  and  the  additional  costs  can  adversely  affect 
the  economic  feasibility  of  an  operation. 

Land  Exchanges,  Sales  and  Acquisitions 

The  resource  area  receives  many  private  exchange  proposals  and  inquiries 
about  selling  tracts  of  public  land.   Section  205  of  FLPMA  allows  for  the 
acquisition  of  non-federal  lands  by  purchase,  exchange  or  donation. 
Disposals  of  lands  through  exchange  or  sale  will  be  considered  only  on  lands 
identified  for  transfer  in  Chapter  2. 

There  are  6  private  exchange  proposals  being  considered  in  the  RMP 
involving  10,656  acres  of  public  land.   There  are  11,165  acres  of  other 
public  lands  that  the  public  has  expressed  an  interest  in  acquiring  through 
sale  or  exchange. 

A  portion  of  the  lands  that  may  be  disposed  of  through  sale  (Sec.  203  of 
FLPMA)  or  exchange  (Sec.  206  of  FLPMA)  could  be  utilized  for  agriculture. 
Any  lands  sold  that  are  valuable  for  agricultural  use,  will  comply  with  the 
FLPMA  provision  that  parcels  be  no  larger  than  necessary  to  support  a  family 
sized  farm. 

Land  Use  Authorizations 

Land  use  authorizations  include  short-term  Land  Use  Permits  for 
occupancy  for  various  purposes  of  limited  duration,  public  works  leases, 
airport  leases  and  rights-of-way. 

The  majority  of  the  uses  are  for  occupancy  related  to  agriculture  and 
include  farming  small  tracts,  storage  of  farm  equipment  and  products,  and 
bee  hive  locations.   Other  uses  include  sites  for  remote  airstrips, 
rights-of-way,  and  construction  headquarter  sites.   They  may  be  casual, 
short-term,  one-time  uses,  or  may  include  substantial  site  modification  over 
a  long  period  of  time. 

Long  term  rights-of-way  include  highways,  roads,  ditches,  canals,  oil 

and  gas  pipelines,  power  lines,  telephone  lines,  communication  sites,  power 

substations,  electric  power  generating  sites  (including  small  hydro),  and 
material  sites. 

Rights-of-way  needs  are  normally  expressed  by  private  and  governmental 
entities  through  the  filing  of  an  application.   The  Bureau,  on  its  own 
initiative,  also  identifies  needs  for  the  preservation  of  access  and  the 
protection  of  improvements.   Much  of  the  demand  is  tied  to  agricultural  or 
residential  development. 

There  are  several  major  powerlines  that  cross  the  Resource  Area.   All 
but  one,  travel  through  the  northeast  corner  of  MUA  7,  cross  the  Snake  River 
and  pass  through  the  Bennett  Mountain  Area  (MUAs  3  and  5)  and  generally  fit 
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the  corridor  concept.   The  other  major  line  comes  up  from  Nevada,  entering 
the  Resource  Area  at  approximately  the  center  point  of  the  southern  boundary, 
travels  in  a  northeasterly  direction  and  crosses  Salmon  Falls  Creek  below 
the  Devil  Creek  confluence.   These  powerlines  are  138  KV  to  500  KV  capacity. 

Idaho  Power  Co.  and  the  Western  Power  Council  have  indicated  a  desire  to 
cross  three  areas  not  previously  crossed  with  major  powerlines.   One,  an 
east-west  line  from  the  Snake  River,  in  the  vicinity  of  Lower  Salmon  Dam,  to 
the  Bruneau  River  a  few  miles  south  of  the  community  of  Bruneau.  Another 
would  involve  paralleling  the  existing  line  coming  up  from  Nevada  to  the 
point  where  it  would  cross  Salmon  Falls  Creek,  then  turn  due  north  for  about 
27  miles  into  the  existing  corridor  area  and  cross  the  same  area  as  the 
first  proposal.  The  third  route  proposed  would  be  from  a  point  on  Salmon 
Falls  Creek  approximately  8-10  miles  north  of  Salmon  Dam,  east  and  across 
the  confluence  area  of  the  West  Fork  of  the  Bruneau  and  Jarbidge  Rivers. 
Existing  and  proposed  utility  lines  are  shown  on  Map  7. 

There  are  also  three  major  natural  gas  lines  that  pass  through  the 
Resource  Area.  They  are  located  in  the  same  corridor  area  as  the  majority 
of  the  powerlines. 

Withdrawals 

There  are  13  withdrawals  in  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area,  totalling 
130,497  acres.  The  majority  of  these  lands  have  been  withdrawn  from  all 
forms  of  appropriation  under  the  land  and  mineral  laws.  The  Say lor  Creek 
Gunnery  Range  comprises  102,746  acres  of  those  lands  withdrawn.  A 
withdrawal  on  57,000  acres  is  being  processed  for  the  Bruneau  and  Jarbidge 
Rivers  because  of  their  wild  and  scenic  qualities. 

In  addition  to  the  above  withdrawals,  two  Classification  and  Multiple 
Use  Act  (C&MU)  classifications  totaling  1,198,028  acres  are  in  effect  which 
withdraw  the  affected  lands  from  all  forms  of  appropriation  under  the  land 
laws.  These  lands  are  still  open  for  mineral  entry. 


Soil,  Water,  and  Air 


Information  from  a  3rd  Order  Soil  Survey  shows  that  nearly  0.6  million 
acres  of  public  land  in  poor,  fair,  or  burned  ecological  condition  classes 
have  soils  in  the  high  erosion  hazard  class  (Table  3-1).   High  erosion 
hazard  soils  have  characteristics  which  make  them  highly  susceptible  to  wind 
and/or  water  erosion,  but  are  not  necessarily  undergoing  accelerated  erosion 
at  this  time.   Current  ground  cover  data  indicates  that  these  areas  are 
primarily  in  stable  condition. 

Groundcover  data  was  collected  in  MUA's  3,  4,  5,  6  and  7.   Seventy-seven 
percent  (77%)  of  the  transects  in  the  high  erosion  hazard  areas  had  more 
than  50%  groundcover.   Six  percent  (6%)  of  the  transects  had  less  than  30% 
groundcover.  This  indicates  that  the  area  generally  has  adequate  ground- 
cover  to  protect  the  soil  resource  from  unacceptable  rates  of  accelerated 
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erosion.   These  stabilized  areas  are  estimated  to  have  erosion  rates  not 
exceeding  one  ton/acre/year.   This  rate  is  generally  considered  acceptable 
for  rangelands. 

Soils  are  held  in  place  by  vegetation,  rock,  and  litter  which  protect 
the  surface  against  the  erosive  action  of  wind  and  water.   Plant  composition 
and  density  is  important  for  its  effects  on  water  infiltration  rates. 
Studies  in  the  Boise  River  watershed  (Pearse  and  Wooley  1936)  noted  higher 
water  infiltration  rates  on  plots  with  fibrous  rooted  species  as  compared 
with  plots  dominated  by  tap-rooted  species,  or  plots  with  no  vegetation. 
Generally,  poor  and  fair  ecological  condition  areas  (Map  3-2)  have  vege- 
tative communities  which  are  less  effective  in  protecting  the  soil  surface 
and  reducing  runoff  than  good  or  excellent  ecological  condition  areas.   The 
vegetation  in  these  areas  consist  of  large  numbers  of  annual  plant  species 

Table  3-1 
High  Erosion  Hazard  Areas* 


High  Potential 

Erosion  Hazard 

Total 

High 

Areas  Previously  Burned  or  in 

Potential  Erosion  Hazard 

Poor  or  Fair  Ecological 

MUA 

Areas  (Total  RMP  Area) 

Condition  (Public  Land  Only) 

Acres 

%  of  MUA 

Acres 

%  of  MUA 

1 

2 

89,000 

80 

49,600 

80 

1   3 

50,800 

68 

25,200 

52 

1   4 

12,500 

67 

8,700 

100 

1   5 

48,400 

75 

45,400 

96 

1    6 

139,000 

71 

75,700 

46 

1   7 

262,000 

59 

105,900 

32 

1   8 

3,400 

70 

3,600 

81 

1   9 

1,700 

59 

1,700 

59 

1   10 

38,200 

38 

17,000 

19 

1   11 

42,800 

19 

45,600 

22 

1   12 

127,600 

45 

120,700 

47 

1   13 

31,200 

23 

17,100 

16 

1   14 

3,100 

100 

2,900 

100 

1   15 

127,500 

44 

56,600 

28 

1   16 

27,500 

23 

7,700 

8 

TOTAL 

1,004,700 

48 

583,400 

55 

*  Table  3-1.   The  acres  presented  here  were  estimated  by  averaging 
erosion  hazard  data  for  each  soil  mapping  unit.   When  30  percent  or 
more  of  a  mapping  unit  had  a  high  to  very  high  hazard  rating  or  Wind 
Erodibility  Group  rating  of  1  through  4,  then  the  entire  mapping  unit 
was  rated  as  high.   This  method  of  analysis  includes  soils  in  the  high 
erosion  hazard  class  which  do  not  have  high  erosion  potential  while 
not  recognizing  erodible  soils  comprising  less  than  30%  of  more  stable 
mapping  units.   This  table  serves  as  a  "caution  flag"  indicating  areas 
where  erosive  soils  are  concentrated.   On-site  analysis  may  be  needed 
on  a  case-by-case  basis. 
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which  fluctuate  in  abundance  yearly  as  precipitation  varies.   These  annual 
species  are  not  as  dependable  as  perennial  plants  in  providing  soil 
protection  from  year  to  year.   Annuals  will  not  provide  soil  stability  in 
the  event  of  environmental  change,  such  as  drought. 

Livestock  use  affects  rangeland  hydrology  by  removing  vegetative  cover, 
preventing  the  buildup  of  litter  cover,  and  compacting  soil  which  reduces 
water  infiltration.  All  of  these  factors  contribute  to  increased  runoff  and 
soil  movement.   The  intensity  of  grazing  is  important  in  determining  the 
degree  to  which  water  infiltration  is  affected  (Rauzi  and  Hansen  1966). 
Five-year  average  livestock  use  figures  are  about  165,000  AUMs  or  10.2 
acres /AUM  if  an  average  area-wide  distribution  is  calculated. 

In  localized  areas  just  south  of  the  Snake  River,  large  areas  have  been 
previously  transferred  to  private  ownership  and  converted  from  rangeland  to 
agricultural  production.   These  farmed  areas  are  the  greatest  source  of 
accelerated  erosion  in  the  area  with  erosion  rates  estimated  to  be  at  least 
10  times  higher  than  rangeland  areas.   Poor  farming  practices  near  steep- 
sloped  areas  along  the  river  have  contributed  to  accelerated  soil  movement 
in  the  area.  Occasional  wind-blown  soils  from  these  farmed  areas  have 
caused  decreases  in  air  quality  in  nearby  communities. 

Wind  caused  soil  movement  has  also  been  a  problem  in  sand  and  loamy  sand 
soils  found  on  rangeland  just  south  of  the  Snake  River.   These  soils  have  a 
tendency  to  form  dunes  when  the  vegetation  cover  is  disturbed  or  removed. 
Once  the  soil  begins  moving  revegetation  and  stabilization  is  difficult. 

Vegetation  cover  and  composition  have  been  drastically  affected  on  0.6 
million  acres  (35%)  of  the  EIS  area.   Wildfires  and  associated  suppression 
activities  have  adversely  affected  0.2  million  acres  (12%)  which  are  still 
in  an  altered  (burn)  vegetative  state  characterized  by  an  abundance  of 
annual  plant  species.  Another  0.4  million  acres  (22%)  have  been 
rehabilitated  or  treated  by  seeding  to  a  predominantly  crested  wheatgrass 
monoculture  (Figure  3-1  and  3-2).   These  areas  are  lacking  in  plant  species 
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diversity  which  may  have  long-term  affects  on  nutrient  availability,  site 
productivity,  and  erosion  hazard  (the  potential  for  the  soil  to  erode  should 
the  site  ever  be  disturbed)  (Dormar,  et  al.  1980;  Charley  and  West  1975). 

ORV  use  has  contributed  to  accelerated  soil  movement  mainly  in 
accessible  areas  in  proximity  to  communities  along  the  Snake  River.   ORV  use 
is  generally  light  and  these  disturbed  areas  are  small. 

There  is  currently  accelerated  soil  erosion  occurring  in  the  Hagerman 
Fossil  Bed  area  as  a  result  of  agricultural  development,  road  building  and 
ORV  use.   A  watershed  activity  plan  has  been  prepared  on  this  area  to  reduce 
these  erosion  problems. 


Range  Resources 

The  grazing  program  in  the  area  encompasses  virtually  all  of  the  public 
acreage  (1,690,473  acres)  and  much  of  the  102,509  acres  of  state  lands  and 
some  of  the  302,537  acres  of  private  land.  Within  the  public  land  acreage 
shown,  there  is  approximately  36,505  acres  ungrazed.   These  are  either 
isolated  wildlife  tracts,  river  canyons,  or  other  isolated  areas. 

There  are  79  grazing  allotments  in  the  area  that  have  a  current  active 
grazing  preference  of  166,318  AUMs.   The  average  annual  use  over  the  past 
five  years  has  been  165,006  AUMs.   The  79  grazing  allotments  (Map  3-3)  are 
utilized  by  86  livestock  permittees.   The  grazing  preference  used  by  each 
ranges  from  8  AUMs  to  over  15,000  AUMs  (see  Appendix  Table  F-4). 

Condition  classes  for  the  areas  rangelands  have  been  derived  by  the 
survey  and  is  shown  below.   No  condition  was  assigned  to  11,086  acres 
unsurveyed  (Appendix  Table  F-2). 

Range  Condition  Acres 


Total 

I  Excellent  I  Good   Fair    Poor    Burn   I  Seeding | Sprays  I  Water  I 

Acres 

I  34,661   173, 9231153, 6191799, 4161203, 4711367, 5001  9,1031  743  | 

%       2.1     4.5     9.3    48.3    12.3     22.2    .6     .1  1 

The  vegetation  on  the  higher  slopes  of  the  Bennett  Mountain  and  Anderson 
Ranch  areas  consists  primarily  of  big  sagebrush-bluebunch  wheatgrass.   On 
the  lower  elevations  near  the  Snake  River,  the  vegetation  is  predominantly  a 
big  sagebrush-needle  and  thread  grass  community.   The  Saylor  Creek  Unit 
south  of  the  river  (MUAs  5,  6  and  7)  has  a  native  stand  of  depleted  sage- 
brush range  invaded  with  extensive  amounts  of  cheatgrass.  Large  areas  here 
have  been  seeded  to  crested  wheatgrass  as  a  result  of  fire  rehabilitation 
projects.   Further  south,  the  sagebrush  community  persists  with  an  under- 
story  of  Thurber  needlegrass  and  bluebunch  wheatgrass.   In  the  upland  areas 
near  the  Nevada  border,  a  mix  of  big  sagebrush-Idaho  fescue  and  low 
sagebrush-Idaho  fescue  areas  grade  into  a  mix  of  various  mountain  sagebrush 
and  mixed  mountain  shrub  areas.   Pockets  of  aspen  are  common  near  the  Nevada 
border  (Map  3-1). 
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Trend  information  is  lacking  on  most  of  the  resource  area.   Several 
isolated  trend  plots  have  been  established  in  various  parts  of  the  resource 
area,  however,  not  enough  are  present  in  key  use  areas  to  determine  current 
trends  or  to  make  immediate  adjustment  in  livestock  use  levels.   The  range 
survey  will  serve  as  a  baseline  data  for  future  allotment  condition 
monitoring. 

Total  estimated  forage  production  levels  from  the  range  survey  indicate 
that  approximately  98,000  AUMs  of  forage  is  available  above  the  current 
grazing  preference.   These  AUMs  are  the  result  of  the  extensive  seedings 
developed  in  the  past  15  years  in  the  West  Saylor  Creek  and  Saylor  Creek 
Allotments  (MUAs  5,6  and  7).   Due  to  the  uncertainty  of  future  agricultural 
development  within  the  Saylor  Creek  allotments,  the  use  of  this  forage  has 
not  been  fully  developed.  Additional  water  and  fencing  would  be  required  to 
effectively  use  this  forage.   Both  Saylor  Creek  and  West  Saylor  Creek  have 
not  been  divided  into  final  grazing  allotments.   This  will  occur  following 
completion  of  the  RMP  based  on  transfer  area  impacts  by  allotment. 

An  allotment  categorization  by  management  intensity  (MIC)  has  been 
completed  (see  Appendix  F).   Of  the  79  allotments  24  are  in  the  M  category; 
45  are  in  the  I  category;  and  10  are  in  the  C  category. 

There  are  currently  seven  allotment  management  plans  (AMPs)  and  four 
coordinated  resource  management  plans  (CRMPs)  in  the  area  (Appendix  Table 
F-4).   Grazing  systems  have  been  developed  for  all  ranging  from  rest 
rotation  to  deferred  use  to  season  long  use.   Management  constraints  are 
normally  very  general. 

Livestock  seasons-of-use  varies  considerably  throughout  the  resource 
area.  Year-round  grazing  use  is  made  in  the  Saylor  Creek  Allotments  and 
five  of  the  existing  AMPs.   Most  allotments  have  an  eight  month  continuous 
season  or  a  balance  of  use  levels  in  spring  and  fall  use.  Notable 
exceptions  are  some  of  the  major  Bennett  Mountain  Allotments  (Hammett  #1, 
Hammett  #4,  and  Cold  Springs  Creek)  which  have  primarily  spring  use  (75% 
spring,  25%  fall).  Multiple  use  area  2  which  includes  all  or  major  portions 
of  the  above  Bennett  Mountain  allotments  is  in  80%  poor  condition. 

Threatened,  Endangered  and  Sensitive  Plant  Species 

Threatened,  endangered  and  sensitive  plant  species  occurring  within  the 
Jarbidge  area  are  listed  below: 


Plant 


Status 


Astragalus  atratus  var.  inseptus 

Lepidium  davissii 

Erigeron  latus 

Astragalus  atratus  var.  owhyensia 

Eatonella  nivea 

Erigonium  ochrocepha lum  var.  sceptrum 

Leptotactylon  glabrum 


Federal  Category  2 

Federal  Category  2/Sensitive 

Federal  Category  2 

Sensitive 

Sensitive 

Sensitive 

Sensitive 


Federal  Category  2  plants  are  those  for  which  inadequate  data  exists  to 
support  listing  as  either  Threatened  or  Endangered.   Sensitive  plants  are 
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those  that  are  on  Idaho's  sensitive  plant  list.   Because  of  the  management 
guidelines  designed  to  protect  these  species  (page  87  of  the  Proposed  Plan), 
management  actions  will  not  adversely  impact  these  species. 

Wild  Horses 

Currently  there  is  one  wild  horse  herd  area  in  the  resource  area  (Map 
3-4).   The  Say lor  Creek  wild  horse  area  includes  approximately  106,000  acres 
of  MUA  7  and  supports  an  average  of  50  horses  for  the  year. 

In  the  past,  there  was  thought  to  be  approximately  30  wild  horses  in  the 
Diamond  A  area  (MUA  16).   This  area  has  been  grazed  by  licensed  domestic 
horses  for  approximately  50  years.   Current  information  indicates  that  the 
30  horses  were  not  wild  horses  but  were  trespass  domestic  horses. 

When  the  licensed  domestic  horses  were  gathered  during  the  spring  of 
1984,  all  but  approximately  15  horses  in  the  area  were  gathered.  All  horses 
gathered  were  branded  domestic  horses  or  were  colts  or  yearling  horses  which 
were  following  branded  mares.   A  later  gathering  of  the  15  remaining  horses 
determined  that  they  were  also  domestic  horses. 


Terrestrial  Wildlife 


Current  condition  ratings  have  been  assigned  to  the  more  significant 
seasonal  wildlife  habitats  in  the  resource  area.   Habitat  areas  were 
assigned  ratings  of  satisfactory  or  unsatisfactory.   These  ratings  are  based 
on  existing  wildlife  distribution  data,  ecological-site  condition  data  and 
field  observations  made  during  inventories.   The  general  types  of  criteria 
used  in  delineating  satisfactory  and  unsatisfactory  conditions  included: 

-  habitat  loss  due  to  past  range  fires 

-  forage  loss  due  to  past  range  fires 

-  deteriorated  ecological  condition 

-  availability  of  forbs 

-  presence  or  absence  of  monoculture  grass  seedings 

-  current  ecological  condition 

-  presence  or  absence  of  cover 

Big  Game 

Mule  deer  are  the  most  abundant  big  game  species  in  the  RMP  area.   They 
range  over  habitat  varying  in  elevation  on  the  public  lands  from  2,500  feet 
along  the  Snake  River  to  about  7,400  feet  on  Bennett  Mountain.  Most  of  the 
summer  use  is  on  higher  elevations  of  the  Boise  National  Forest  and  Humboldt 
National  Forest  in  Nevada.   Principal  summer  use  on  public  lands  in  the  RMP 
area  occurs  on  Bennett  Mountain,  along  the  Bruneau-Jarbidge  River  Complex, 
and  on  the  Jarbidge  upland  along  the  Idaho/Nevada  border.   Riparian  areas 
are  key  summer  habitat  for  mule  deer  wherever  they  occur  in  the  RMP  area. 
Mule  deer  make  the  greatest  use  of  the  public  lands  during  the  winter  and 
early  spring  months.   Principal  winter  range  includes  the  south  slopes  of 
Bennett  Mountain,  Big  Island,  Columbet  Tables,  Dorsey  Table,  Murphy  Air 
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Strip,  Black  Rock  Pocket,  and  a  band  of  habitat  on  the  north  and  south  side 
of  the  Rogerson  to  Murphy  Highway.   Tables  3-2  and  3-3  show  the  condition  of 
crucial  deer  winter  range,  while  Map  3-5  shows  the  distribution  of  mule  deer 
in  the  RMP  area. 

Table  3-2 

Crucial  Winter  Mule  Deer  Habitat 

By  Ecological  Condition  And  MUA 

Acres  by  Ecological  Condition 


IMUA  # 

Excellent 

Good 

Fair 

Poor 

Seeding 

Burn 

Total 

1   2 

60 

0 

0 

34,500 

1,500 

2,018 

38,078 

1  10 

0 

4,479 

4,479 

8,976 

2,820 

3,081 

23,014 

1  11 

0 

0 

110 

130 

0 

0 

240 

1  15 

3,456 

9,433 

21,233 

56,085 

0 

6,315 

110,767 

1  16 

1,094 

8,283 

9,125 

21,080 

14,245 

2,163 

42,525 

1  Total 

4,610 

22,195 

34,126 

121,551 

18,565 

13,577 

214,624 

Table  3-3 
Condition  of  Major  Wildlife  Habitat  Areas 


%  Satisfactory 

%  Unsatis-   I 

|   Wildlife 

Total  Acres 

Habitat 

factory  Habitat  I 

Species 

Season 

BLM  Habitat 

Condition 

Condition**   | 

|Mule  Deer 

Crucial 
Winter/Spring 

214,624 

28 

72 

General  Winter 

112,348 

22 

78 

|Elk 

Crucial 
Winter/Spring 

38,078* 

4 

96 

Summer/Fall 

25,710 

10 

90 

1  Bighorn  Sheep 

Yearlong 

59,234 

56 

44 

1 Antelope 

Crucial 
Winter/Spring 

65,508 

10 

90 

1  Sage  Grouse 

Nesting 

544,665 

19 

81 

*2,520  acres  in  MUA  1  is  not  included  due  to  lack  of  condition  class 
information. 

**  The  relationship  of  habitat  condition  to  ecological  condition  is  shown 
on  Table  3-3a. 
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Table  3-3a 

General  Wildlife  Habitat  Condition 

Relationship  to  Ecological  Condition 


Ecological 

Condition 

I  Wildlife  Species 

Excell. 

Good 

Fair 

Poor 

Seed 

Burn  I 

|Mule  Deer 

S 

S 

S 

U 

U 

u   1 

|Elk  Winter/Spring 

S 

S 

S 

U 

s 

u   1 

|    Summer/Fall 

S 

S 

U 

u 

u 

u   1 

I  Bighorn  Sheep 

S 

S 

U 

u 

s 

s 

iPronghorn 

S 

S 

U 

u 

u 

s   1 

ISage  Grouse 

S 

S 

S 

u 

u 

u 

Wildlife  Habitat  Condition:  U  -  Unsatisfactory;  S  -  Satisfactory 

Elk  are  presently  found  in  MUAs  1  and  2.   The  majority  of  the  elk  are 
found  in  MUA  2  on  Bennett  Mountain.   Most  of  the  summer  use  is  on  higher 
elevations  in  the  Boise  National  Forest.   Summer  use  on  public  lands 
administered  by  BLM  is  estimated  to  be  low.  Greatest  population  numbers 
occur  in  the  winter  when  elk  share  the  south  slopes  and  hills  with  wintering 
mule  deer.  Table  3-4  indicates  the  condition  of  elk  winter  range  by  MUA 
while  Map  3-5  shows  the  distribution  in  the  RMP  area. 

Table  3-4 
Elk  Crucial  Winter  Habitat 
Ecological  Condition  by  MUA 


|MUA  #| Excellent  I   Good     Fair     Poor     Seeding    Burn     Total   I 

111         1        1        1         1         1        1   2,520* 
I   2   I   60    1    0   1    0   I   34,500  I   1,500   I   2,018  I  38,078   | 

|Total|   60    1    0       0      34,500  1   1,500     2,018  1  40,598 

*  Public  land  in  MUA  1  has  not  been  condition  mapped. 

Pronghorn  antelope  are  found  north  and  south  of  the  Snake  River  in  the 
RMP  area.  A  small  population  on  the  north  side  is  found  in  MUA  3.  They  are 
believed  to  move  back  and  forth  across  the  east/west  boundary  with  the 
Bruneau  Resource  Area.   The  largest  portion  of  the  antelope  population  is 
found  along  the  south  end  of  the  resource  area  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
Rogerson  to  Murphy  Highway.  A  portion  of  the  population  are  yearlong 
resident  animals  while  the  remainder  summer  in  Nevada  and  winter  in  Idaho. 
This  group  summers  on  the  upland,  low  sagebrush  dominated  slopes  on  public 
and  national  forest  land.   They  later  return  to  Idaho  to  winter,  forced  down 
by  deep  snow.  An  additional  small  isolated  population  is  found  in  MUAs  10 
and  16  on  the  Diamond  A.  These  also  summer  principally  in  Nevada.  Antelope 
crucial  winter  range  is  found  on  the  north  point  of  the  Diamond  A,  Murphy 
Air  Strip  and  Browns  Bench.   Other  important  wintering  areas  may  exist.   It 
is  only  in  the  last  few  years  that  any  significant  inventory  has  been 
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conducted.   The  condition  of  known  crucial  winter  habitat  is  listed  in  Table 
3-5  and  portrayed  on  Map  3-5. 


Table  3-5 

Antelope  Crucial  Winter  Habitat 

Ecological  Condition  by  MUA 


IMUA  # 

Excellent 

Good 

Fair 

Poor 

Seeding 

Burn 

Total 

1  10 
1  15 
1  16 

0 

346 

0 

320 

2,214 

0 

3,840 

14,847 

0 

3,373 

22,666 

420 

0 

16,111 

0 

3,520 

751 

0 

11,053 

57,035 

420 

I  Total 

346 

2,534 

18,687 

26,459 

16,211 

4,721 

68,508 

California  bighorn  sheep  were  reintroduced  to  the  RMP  area  in  December 
of  1982  when  12  were  released  in  the  West  Fork  of  the  Bruneau  Canyon  and  an 
additional  12  were  transplanted  to  the  East  Fork  of  the  Jarbidge  River  in 
Nevada.   Five  lambs  were  counted  from  the  West  Fork  population  in  1983. 
Many  of  the  sheep  planted  in  Nevada  were  lost  to  mountain  lions,  but  a  few 
survived  and  moved  down  the  canyon  to  Idaho.   Future  transplants  are 
proposed  to  increase  the  gene  pool.  The  condition  of  existing  yearlong 
sheep  habitat  (59,234  acres)  is  listed  in  Table  3-6  and  portrayed  on  Map 
3-5.   Generally,  good  condition  habitats  are  located  within  the  canyons. 
Fair  and  poor  condition  habitats  are  located  mainly  on  the  plateaus  adjacent 
to  the  canyons.   In  addition,  21,760  acres  of  potential  bighorn  sheep 
habitat  has  been  identified  and  is  included  on  Map  3-5. 

Table  3-6 

California  Bighorn  Sheep  Habitat 

By  Ecological  Condition  and  MUA 


|MUA  #| Excellent  1   Good     Fair     Poor     Seeding    Burn     Total   | 

1  10   I   2,348   I  10,400  1   4,361  1   12,412    2,013   1   2,013  1   33,547  1 
1  11  1      0   |      0  1    214  I     436  j      0   1      0  I     650  | 
1  15   I   1,969   |   3,849  1   1,163  1   1,253  1    716   1      0  1   8,950  1 
1  16   1    483   I   5,148  1   1,448  1   4,022  I      0   1   4,986  I   16,087 

iTotall   4,800   1  19,397  1   7,186  1   18,123    2,729     6,999    59,234 

Upland  Game 

Upland  game  birds  include  sage  grouse,  ring-necked  pheasant,  mourning 
dove,  chukar  partridge,  Hungarian  partridge,  California  quail  and  mountain 
quail.   The  mourning  dove,  chukar  partridge,  Hungarian  partridge,  California 
quail  and  mountain  quail  will  not  be  discussed  by  species  later  in  the 
impacts  portion  of  this  document  but  will  be  addressed  as  upland  game. 
Mourning  doves  are  abundant  and  wide  spread  in  the  RMP  area. 
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California  quail  are  usually  associated  with  dense  riparian  habitat 
along  stream  bottoms.  At  the  present  time  no  specific  plans  to  manage  for 
this  species  has  been  developed  other  than  to  protect  riparian  areas  where 
possible. 

Mountain  quail  a  listed  Sensitive  Species,  are  only  found  in  a  few 
places  in  the  RMP  area.   Protection  at  this  time  consists  of  not  identifying 
locations  for  recreational  hunters  and  improving  riparian  habitats. 

Habitat  for  the  chukar  consists  of  steep  rugged  canyons  with  talus 
slopes  and  rocky  outcrops.   The  Snake  River  Canyon,  Bruneau/Jarbidge  River 
Canyon  complexes,  steep  rocky  slopes  of  Bennett  Mountain,  Bennett  Creek, 
Ring  Hill  Creek,  Cedar  Creek,  Devils  Creek  and  Salmon  Falls  Canyon  from  the 
major  portion  of  their  habitat.   Population  levels  are  mainly  controlled  by 
winter  and  spring  weather.   The  Hungarian  partridge  occurs  on  the  Snake 
River  plain.   Highest  densities  are  found  in  the  vicinity  of  farmlands. 
Available  cover  determines  quality  of  habitat.   Clean  farming  practices  are 
a  detriment  to  "hun"  populations. 

Pheasant  populations  are  principally  found  adjacent  to  agricultural  land 
along  the  Snake  River.   Presently  there  are  118,100  acres  of  habitat  on 
public  lands.   The  availability  of  winter  cover  near  food  and  nesting  cover 
is  very  important  to  maintaining  good  populations.   Like  huns,  "clean" 
farming  techniques  reduce  potential  populations. 

Sage  grouse  were  once  the  most  widely  distributed  and  abundant  game  bird 
in  the  area.  They  are  still  scattered  throughout,  although  their  numbers 
have  declined  due  to  loss  of  habitat  through  conversion  of  sagebrush  lands 
to  cropland,  wildfire  burns,  or  monoculture  seedings  and  the  impact  of 
livestock  grazing  on  crucial  nesting/broodrearing  areas  associated  with 
wetland /riparian  sites.   Table  3-7  shows  the  current  ecological  condition  of 
nesting  habitat  by  MUA  while  Map  3-5  displays  the  current  distribution  and 
nesting  areas  of  selected  species. 

Table  3-7 
Sage  Grouse  Nesting  Habitat 
Ecological  Condition  by  MUA 


IMUA  # 

Exce 

llent 

Good 

Fair 

Poor 

Seeding 

Burn 

Total 

2 

0 

0 

48 

21,951 

1,183 

1,504 

24,686 

1   3 

0 

0 

0 

20,117 

5,824 

1,033 

26,974  I 

1   6 

0 

0 

0 

0 

352 

1,568 

1,920  I 

1  10 

0 

2,273 

3,496 

9,660 

2,626 

891 

18,945  I 

1  11 

764 

16,842 

67,968 

9,216 

35,329 

130,122  | 

1  12 

796 

22,622 

65,868 

18,547 

38,178 

146,011  I 

1  13 

0 

706 

20,234 

44,339 

1,358 

66,637  | 

1  15 

16 

,504 

11,595 

18,529 

39,981 

19,292 

4,962 

110,863  I 

1  16 

0 

4,765 

4,765 

8,977 

0 

0 

18,507  | 

I  Total 

16 

,504 

20,193 

67,011 

254,756 

101,378 

84,823 

544,665 
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Waterfowl 

Major  areas  of  waterfowl  use  include  the  Snake  River,  C.J.  Strike 
Reservoir,  and  to  a  lesser  extent  Salmon  Falls  Creek,  Cedar  Creek  Reservoir, 
Bruneau  River  and  the  Jarbidge  River.   Small  ponds  are  important  for 
waterfowl  such  as  the  teal.   Grazing  eliminates  nesting  and  brood  cover 
along  pond  shorelines  and  stream  banks. 

Threatened,  Endangered  and  Sensitive  Species 

Of  the  animals  in  the  Jarbidge  RMP  area,  only  the  bald  eagle  and 
peregrine  falcon  are  on  the  federal  list  of  threatened  or  endangered 
species.   Bald  eagles  winter  along  the  Snake  River  and  its  impoundments 
(i.e.  C.J.  Strike  Reservoir).   There  are  no  known  nesting  sightings. 
Peregrine  falcons  ace  rare  migrants  in  the  RMP  area. 

Ferruginous  and  Swainson's  hawks  were  cited  as  "candidate  species"  in 
the  Federal  Register  as  of  December  30,  1982.   "Candidate  species"  may 
become  federally  listed  as  threatened  or  endangered  species  pending  a 
rangewide  status  review.   Both  species  occur  in  the  RMP  area  but  in  low 
numbers.   All  of  the  available  habitat  has  not  been  inventoried.   The 
ferruginous  hawk  also  appears  on  a  state  list  as  a  species  of  special 
concern. 

Sensitive  species  are  those  whose  restricted  range,  habitat  requirements, 
or  low  population  numbers  make  them  vulnerable  to  elimination  if  they  suffer 
significant  habitat  loss.   Eight  sensitive  species  may  be  found  in  the  RMP 
area.  Many  of  these  species  are  breeders  in  the  area  and  stay  either  year- 
long or  return  in  the  spring  to  nest.   Other  species  occur  in  the  fall /winter 
or  spring  during  migration.   Table  3-8  lists  endangered  and  sensitive 
species  and  their  status  in  the  RMP  area.   Long-billed  Curlew  are  considered 
a  sensitive  species.   Currently  7,118  acres  of  habitat  existing  in  MUA  7 
(Saylor  Creek  East).   This  habitat  supports  20  to  25  pairs  of  curlews. 

Birds  of  Prey 

Prairie  falcons,  golden  eagles,  and  red-tailed  hawks  are  the  three  major 
birds  of  prey  species  found  in  the  RMP  area.   Uncommon  and  rare  birds  of 
prey  are  discussed  in  the  Threatened,  Endangered,  and  Sensitive  Species 
section  (pgs.  3-12,  13). 

Prairie  falcon,  golden  eagle,  and  red-tailed  hawks  occupy  traditional 
territories  and  often  return  to  the  same  nest  site  that  was  used  the 
previous  season.   They  hunt  in  the  grassland  and  shrub /grassland  habitat 
types  around  their  nest  sites.   Their  major  prey  species  are  black-tailed 
jackrabbits,  mountain  cottontails,  townsend  ground  squirrels,  various 
passerine  birds,  chukar,  quail,  and  reptiles. 
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Table  3-8 
Endangered,  and  Sensitive  Wildlife 


1       Common  Name                 Federal  Status                 State  Status                        Occurrence 

IMAMMALS                         1                                         1                                            1                                                    | 

1  California  Bighorn  1  Sensitive  1/               1                                       1  Yearlong  breeder                  1 

1     Sheep                      III                                               I 

1  River  Otter               1  Sensitive                                                           1  Yearlong  breeder                  1 

1 Bobcat                       I  Sensitive                    1  Species  of  Special        1  Yearlong  breeder 

1                                                                           Concern  2/ 

|Kit  Fax                      I  Sensitive                    ISp.  of  Special  Concern  1  Presumed  extinct 

1  Spotted  Bat                I  Sensitive                     I                                         |Rare                                        I 

Ibirds                   III                                   1 

1  Peregrine  Falcon      lEndangered  3/             1  Endangered                      iRare  fall  &  spring  migrant  1 
iBald  Eagle                 lEndangered                  lEndangered                      |Rare  winter  migrant 
[Ferruginous  Ifawk      1  Candidate  Species  4/|Sp.  of  Special  Concern  lUnconmon  breeder 
ISwainson's  Jfawk        1  Candidate  Species      1                                       1  uncommon  breeder 
1  Western  Burrowing    1  Sensitive                                                           1  Common  breeder 
1     Owl                          1                                     j                                        |                                               j 
lLong-billed  Curlew  ISensitive                    |Sp.  of  Special  Concern lUnoonmon  breeder 
1  Mountain  Quail          1  Sensitive                     |Sp.  of  Special  Concern  1  uncommon  breeder 

Irephles               1                           I                              | 

IWestem  Ground          1  Sensitive                    |Sp.  of  Special  Concern  IRare                                       1 
1     Snake                                                                                                                                               I 

Ifish                     1                            1 

1  Shoshone  Sculpin      1  Candidate  Species      ISp.  of  Special  Concern  1  limited                                  I 

iRedband  Trout            1  Sensitive                    |Sp.  of  Special  Concern  1  Abundant 

1  White  Sturgeon          I  Sensitive                     |Sp.  of  Special  Concern  1  limited                                   I 

1  molluscs               1                           1                              1                                   1 

1  Bliss  Rapids  Snail    1  Candidate  Species       1                                       1  limited 

1  Snake  River  Physa     1  Candidate  Species       1                                         1  Limited 

1    Snail                      1                                    1                                                                                     1 

iGLant  Columbia          1  Candidate  Species      1                                       1  Limited                                  1 

1     River  Limpet 

Ivalvata  utahensis     1  Candidate  Species      1                                       1  Limited 

±J  Sensitive:  a  species  whose  populations  are  consistently  small  and  widely  dispersed  or 
whose  ranges  are  restricted  to  a  few  localities  such  that  any  appreciable  reduction  in 
numbers,  habitat  availability  or  habitat  conditions  might  severely  affect  their  status. 

±!  Species  of  Special  Concern:  those  species  whose  restricted  range,  specific  habitat 
requirements  and/or  low  population  numbers  make  them  vulnerable  to  elimination  from  the 
State  if  adverse  impacts  on  habitat  or  populations  occur. 

3/  Endangered:  a  species  considered  to  be  in  danger  of  extinction  tiiroughout  all  or  a 
significant  portion  of  its  range. 

!i'   Candidate  Species :  a  species  which  may  become  federally  listed  as  threatened  or 
endangered  species  pending  a  rangewide  status  review. 
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Birds  of  prey  require  a  high  degree  of  solitude  during  their  reproductive 
cycle.   In  addition  to  a  lack  of  disturbance,  raptors  also  need  large  foraging 
areas  in  order  to  obtain  food  for  themselves  and  their  young.   Conversion  of 
their  forage  habitat  to  monotypic  stands  of  crested  wheatgrass  or  irrigated 
agriculture  reduces  available  prey  and  results  in  reduced  productivity  or 
territorial  abandonment. 

The  Jarbidge  RMP  area  includes  a  portion  of  the  Snake  River  Birds  of  Prey 
Area  in  MUA  5.   This  area  contains  the  densest  population  of  nesting  raptors 
in  North  America. 

A  greater  than  average  density  of  wintering  golden  eagles  occurs  in  the 
eastern  portion  of  MUA  7  and  the  northeast  corner  of  MUA  12. 

Within  the  RMP  area  north  of  township  6  south  during  the  1983  nest  census 
16  active  nests  were  identified  for  the  major  species.   Adjacent  to  the 
resource  area  along  the  north  side  of  the  Snake  River  another  24  nests  were 
found  to  be  active  during  the  same  census  period.   Number  of  nests  by  raptor 
species  is  displayed  in  Table  3-9. 

Table  3-9 

1983  Nesting  Sites  Within  and  Adjacent 

to  the  RMP  area 


Nests  in       Nests  Adjacent 
Species        Resource  Area   to  Resource  Area* 

1  Golden  Eagle    |       7       j         8 
1  Red- tailed  Hawk  I       5       I         8 
I  Prairie  Falcon   I       4               8 

*  Raptors  at  these  nests  very  likely  use  a  portion  of 
the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area  in  their  life  cycle. 


Nongame 

Approximately  330  species  of  nongame  bird  and  mammal  species  inhabit  the 
RMP  area.   These  species  make  up  the  bulk  of  the  fauna  in  the  RMP  area.   Most 
of  these  species  fulfill  an  important  ecological  niche  as  major  prey  species 
for  bird  and  mammalian  predators. 


Riparian  Habitat 


Healthy  vigorous  riparian  systems  hold  the  key  to  survival  for  many 
wildlife  species.   Well  vegetated  drainages  are  passage  corridors  between 
different  elevation  zones  and  wildlife  use  areas  (Thomas  et  al.  1978).   They 
allow  movement  without  undue  exposure  to  predation  or  the  harsh  winter 
elements.   Certain  cavity  nesting  species  including  owls,  bears,  small 
mammals  and  birds  are  dependent  on  riparian  systems  for  survival.   In  the 
Sacramento  Basin  of  California,  riparian  vegetation  appears  to  be  the  major 
factor  controlling  bird  diversity  and  density  (USDA,  1978). 
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Riparian  areas  are  important  in  the  life  cycles  of  amphibians  and 
reptiles.   Some  species  are  restricted  entirely  to  the  riparian  zone,  for 
all  their  life  requirements,  but  many  more  are  dependent  on  the  riparian 
system  for  some  critical  element  of  their  life  cycle  such  as  food,  cover,  or 
breeding  habitat.   Amphibians  for  example  are  dependent  on  water  for 
reproduction. 

Many  important  game  animals  including  elk,  deer,  bear,  and  upland  game 
birds  are  provided  essential  food,  cover,  and  nesting  opportunities  that 
would  be  denied  them  without  the  presence  of  good  riparian  habitat.   Small 
mammals  that  require  a  water  based  environment  such  as  beaver,  river  otter, 
muskrat ,  and  racoon  are  found  in  abundance  only  in  well  established  and 
healthy  riparian  systems. 

A  healthy  riparian  system  also  contributes  other  benefits  such  as  stream 
morphology  (Behnke  1977).   Narrow  deep  stream  channels  with  over-hanging 
vegetation  provide  optimum  temperature  regimes  and  sediment  control  for 
summer  and  winter  trout  survival.   Snow  coning  and  resultant  surface 
protection  in  winter  can  only  occur  when  the  stream  channel  is  narrow  and 
deep  (Bill  Platts  pers.  comm.  1983).   Twelve  (12)  streams  that  have 
experienced  past  livestock  use  have  lost  their  streamside  woody  vegetation. 
Extensive  bank  trampling  and  sloughing  have  created  stream  channels  that  are 
wide  and  shallow  and  now  suffer  severe  icing  conditions.   Complete  freezing, 
slush  ice,  and  ice  forming  on  the  stream  bottom  can  make  large  stream 
segments  uninhabitable  for  trout  and  cause  extensive  mortality  (Sheridan, 
Armstrong  et  al.  1976).   Streams  are  also  more  susceptible  to  accelerated 
erosion  during  high  runoff  periods  of  surrounding  lands  (i.e.,  melting  of 
rain  or  frozen  ground). 

Upper  reaches  of  streams  contain  spring  heads  and  meadows.   These  areas 
have  a  major  influence  on  the  condition  and  productivity  of  downstream 
aquatic  habitat,  and  of  themselves  provide  excellent  wildlife  habitat.   In 
the  resource  area  the  majority  of  these  headwater  sites  are  livestock 
concentration  areas  and  are  in  poor  habitat  condition. 

Riparian  surveys  in  the  resource  area  included  all  significant  perennial 
and  ephemeral  drainages  on  public  lands  (except  the  Snake  River).   Data 
collection  involved  identifying  size,  age,  and  form  classes  of  woody 
riparian  species;  and  recording  bank  erosion  and  canopy  cover. 

A  riparian  vigor  rating  criteria  was  then  used  to  establish  condition 
classes  of  poor,  fair,  good,  excellent,  and  unsuitable.  A  total  of  370 
miles  of  riparian  habitat  were  surveyed.   Approximately  99  miles  (27%)  of 
the  surveyed  area  were  in  poor  condition;  132  miles  (36%)  were  in  fair 
condition;  127  miles  (34%)  were  in  good  condition;  3  miles  (1%)  were  in 
excellent  condition;  and  9  miles  (2%)  were  in  unsuitable  condition. 

Thirty-one  (31)  miles  of  the  99  miles  in  poor  condition  are  attributed 
to  low  site  potential,  and  11  miles  to  man's  influence  (de-watering  activity 
for  irrigation).   The  remaining  57  miles  in  poor  condition  are  due  to 
impacts  from  livestock  use.   Of  the  132  miles  in  fair  condition,  91  miles 
are  attributed  to  low  site  potential  and  the  remaining  41  miles  are  in  fair 
condition  due  to  impacts  from  livestock  use  (Map  3-6).   Of  the  127  miles  in 
good  condition,  107  miles  do  not  have  the  potential  to  improve  to  excellent 
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condition.   Drainages  with  low  site  potential  cannot  be  improved  through 
management  actions  considered  in  this  RMP. 


Aquatic  Habitat 

There  are  approximately  312  miles  of  perennial  streams  and  rivers  and 
3500  reservoir  surface  acres  in  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area.   Perennial 
streams  were  evaluated  on  the  quality  of  six  habitat  features  that  are 
important  components  of  a  salmonid  fishery.   Currently  1%  of  the  312  stream 
miles  are  in  excellent  condition,  47%  are  in  good  condition,  23%  are  in  fair 
condition,  and  29%  are  in  poor  condition  (Map  3-7).   The  complexity  and 
uniqueness  of  the  Snake  River  prevented  accurate  evaluations  and  this  system 
was  reviewed  from  current  literature. 

Aquatic  Wildlife 

Although  no  threatened  or  endangered  aquatic  species  are  known  to  occur 
in  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area,  five  candidate  aquatic  species  occur  within 
the  Snake  River  multiple  use  area  (MUA  4)  (Federal  Register,  January  20, 
1984,  February  16,  1984  and  May  22,  1984).   Four  of  these  species,  the 
Shoshone  sculpin,  Snake  River  Physa  snail,  Bliss  Rapids  snail  and  the  Giant 
Columbia  River  limpet  are  confined  to  the  few  remaining  free  flowing 
segments  of  the  Snake  River  and  tributary  springs.   The  fifth,  Valvata 
utahensis  (no  common  name)  is  found  in  Idaho  only  from  a  3  1/2  mile  reach  of 
the  Snake  River  from  Thousand  Springs  to  upper  Salmon  Falls  Dam.   Its 
limited  distribution  makes  it  severely  threatened  by  aquaculture  and 
agricultural  pollution  (Taylor  1982a). 

The  Shoshone  sculpin  is  listed  as  a  species  of  special  concern  by  the 
Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game.   Shoshone  sculpin  inhabit  springs  and 
spring  fed  streams  along  the  Snake  River  between  Bliss  Dam  and  Kanaka 
Rapids.   (Wallace  et  al  1982,  Griffith  et  al  1981)  -Individuals  have  also 
been  taken  from  the  main  Snake  River  by  Cochnauer  (1980). 

Both  the  Bliss  Rapids  snail  and  the  Snake  River  Physa  snail  are  unnamed 
species,  relic  survivors  of  ancient  regional  lakes.   Modern  and  fossil 
occurrences  of  both  species  indicate  they  are  large-water  species  inhabiting 
large  lakes  and  rivers  as  is  the  Giant  Columbia  River  limpet.   All  three 
species  are  confined  to  the  fast  flowing  Melon  Gravel  boulder  bars  of  the 
mainstem  Snake  River  from  Lower  Salmon  Falls  Dam  to  the  mouth  of  Clover 
Creek  above  King  Hill  for  the  Giant  Columbia  River  limpet  and  Bliss  Rapids 
snail,  and  Lower  Salmon  Falls  Dam  to  Bancroft  Spring  for  the  Snake  River 
Physa.  A  small  population  of  the  Bliss  Rapids  snail  is  also  found  in  Box 
Canyon,  2  miles  east  of  the  study  area  (Taylor  1982b). 

The  white  sturgeon  in  Idaho  is  found  in  free-flowing  portions  of  the 
main  Snake  River  system  upstream  to  Shoshone  Falls  and  the  extreme  lower 
portion  of  the  Salmon  River.   They  are  also  present  in  the  Kootenai  River  in 
northern  Idaho  (IF&G  1981).   Boccard  (1980)  sites  portions  of  the  Snake 
River  in  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area  as  containing  "some  of  the  last 
high-quality,  free-flowing  stretches  in  southern  Idaho."  White  sturgeon 
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have  been  lost  from  most  of  their  former  range  by  the  construction  of  dams 
eliminating  the  free-flowing  habitat. 

Water  Quality 

The  overall  water  quality  of  the  Snake  River  as  it  flows  through  the 
resource  area  is  generally  fair  to  good  (IDH&W  1980  and  1983).   High  quality 
water  from  the  Thousand  Springs  area  recharges  the  Snake  River  in  the 
Hagerman  area  helping  to  increase  overall  water  quality.   As  it  reaches  King 
Hill,  water  quality  deteriorates  with  the  elevated  nutrient  levels,  and 
elevated  summer  temperatures.   Bacterial  densities,  suspended  sediments  and 
nutrients  increase  as  the  Snake  River  flows  through  the  basin  (IDH&W  1980). 
A  detailed  quantification  of  these  parameters  is  shown  in  the  Management 
Situation  Analysis  available  at  the  Boise  District  BLM  Office. 

Surface  water  quality  in  the  remaining  perennial  streams  in  the  Jarbidge 
Resource  Area  fluctuates  widely  due  to  many  natural  and  man  caused  factors. 
Because  of  the  many  factors  involved  such  as  snowmelt  runoff,  storm  events, 
irrigation  returns,  road  building,  mining  and  livestock  grazing,  water 
quality  may  vary  from  year  to  year.   Two  seasons  of  "point  in  time"  sampling 
are  only  an  indication  of  the  low  flow  quality  of  these  perennial  streams  on 
those  dates  sampled.   Fifteen  perennial  streams  were  sampled  during  the 
summer  of  1981  and  1982.   Sites  and  parameters  sampled  are  shown  in  detail 
in  the  Management  Situation  Analysis  available  at  the  Boise  District  Office. 

Overall,  water  quality  of  these  perennial  streams  sampled  was  good. 
However,  values  for  alkalinity,  iron,  total  inorganic  nitrogen,  ortho- 
phosphate,  turbidity,  and  fecal  coliform  bacteria  approach  or  exceed 
standards  set  by  EPA  (1976)  and  Idaho  Department  of  Health  and  Welfare 
(1984).   Sedimentation  was  excessive  on  two  thirds  of  the  streams  evaluated. 

Alkalinity 

Alkalinity  is  not  a  polluting  property,  but  is  the  measure  of  the 
buffering  capacity  of  water.   Alkalinity  is  important  because  it  buffers  pH 
changes  that  can  occur  naturally.   Since  pH  has  a  direct  effect  on  organisms 
as  well  as  an  indirect  effect  on  the  toxicity  of  certain  other  pollutants  in 
water,  the  buffering  capacity  is  important  to  water  quality.  Values  range 
from  12  mg/1  to  148  mg/1  with  nine  creeks  (Cedar  Creek,  Cold  Springs  Creek, 
Deadwood  Creek,  Deer  Creek,  House  Creek,  East  Jarbidge,  West  Jarbidge  and 
Main  Jarbidge  Rivers,  and  Little  Canyon  Creek)  approaching  or  dropping  below 
the  recommended  20  mg/1  value.  Without  proper  precautions,  activities  that 
contribute  to  an  organic  enrichment  or  a  direct  change  in  pH  in  these  waters 
should  be  avoided. 

Ammonia 

The  state  and  federal  criteria  of  0.02  mg/1  for  the  protection  of 
freshwater  aquatic  life  for  un-ionized  ammonia  was  exceeded  on  five  of  the 
streams  sampled;  Cedar  Creek  (0.07  mg/1),  Cold  Springs  Creek  (0.08  mg/1), 
Jarbidge  River  mouth  (0.08  mg/1),  King  Hill  Creek  (0.04  mg/1)  and  Salmon 
Falls  Creek  (0.12  mg/1).   The  source  of  the  high  value  for  Salmon  Falls 
Creek  is  agricultural  irrigation  return  flows  while  livestock  grazing 
elevates  these  other  creeks  to  high  detectable  levels.  All  values  that 
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exceeded  criteria  were  reported  for  1981  which  was  an  unusually  low  flow 
year.  Values  for  1982  were  in  compliance  as  normal  flows  occurred.   Since 
ammonia  can  be  stressful  and  even  lethal  to  fish  and  other  aquatic  life, 
precautions  such  as  reduced  stocking  rates  should  be  taken  during  predicted 
drought  years. 

Iron 

Iron  values  of  1.92  mg/1  (1981)  and  2.58  mg/1  (1982)  for  Cedar  Creek 
below  Roseworth  Reservoir  exceed  the  recommended  standard  of  1.0  mg/1  for 
aquatic  life.  These  values  may  be  due  to  the  accumulation  of  sediments  in 
the  reservoir  and  associated  high  turbidity  levels  which  exceed  the  state 
limit  of  25  NTU.   Stored  water  is  used  for  downstream  irrigation  and  will 
not  impact  the  aquatic  values  of  Salmon  Falls  Creek. 

Total  Inorganic  Nitrogen 

Total  inorganic  nitrogen,  a  criteria  used  by  the  IDHW  (1984)  to 
determine  the  potential  for  algal  blooms,  is  the  combination  of  ammonia 
(NH3-N),  nitrite  (NO2)  and  nitrate  (NO3)  values.  This  along  with 
ortho-phosphate  are  the  most  readily  available  forms  of  nutrients  utilized 
by  algae.   The  state  criteria  of  0.30  mg/1  has  been  exceeded  by  Cedar  Creek 
(1.28  mg/1),  Cold  Springs  Creek  (0.51  mg/1)  and  Salmon  Falls  Creek  (2.34 
mg/1).   Cedar  Creek  and  Cold  Springs  Creek  values  are  believed  to  be  natural 
since  they  were  sampled  in  headwater  areas  with  little  watershed  impacts. 
The  high  values  for  Salmon  Falls  Creek  is  suspected  to  result  from 
irrigation  return  flows  and  could  be  reduced  by  agricultural  best  management 
practices. 

Ortho-phosphate 

As  mentioned  above  ortho-phosphate  is  one  of  the  nutrients  most  readily 
available  for  use  by  algae.   If  the  water  body  is  phosphate  limiting  algal 
blooms  can  result.   A  recommended  limit  of  0.05  mg/1  was  surpassed  on  20%  of 
all  samples  taken  in  1981  and  1982.   The  limit  was  exceeded  on  at  least  one 
sample  site  on  8  of  the  15  streams  samples.   No  violations  occurred  at  the 
same  site  two  years  in  a  row. .  Agriculture  and  livestock  grazing  appeared 
to  be  the  greatest  source  of  nutrient  enrichment  impacting  these  streams. 
High  ortho-phosphate  values  were  found  in  Big  Flat  Creek  (0.065  mg/1),  East 
Fork  Bruneau  River  (0.05  mg/1),  Cedar  Creek  (0.075  mg/1),  Cold  Springs  Creek 
(0.05  mg/1),  House  Creek  (0.075  mg/1),  King  Hill  Creek  (0.05  mg/1),  Little 
Canyon  Creek  (0.06  mg/1),  Salmon  Falls  Creek  (0.06  mg/1)  and  Three  Creek 
(0.09  mg/1).  Agricultural  best  management  practices  initiated  on  private 
lands  would  reduce  phosphate  loads  where  they're  agriculturally  derived. 

Fecal  Coliform  Bacteria 

Fecal  coliform  bacteria  are  considered  indicators  of  fecal  contamination 
from  warm-blooded  animals.   State  criteria  for  fecal  coliform  bacteria  show 
that  values  are  not  to  exceed  a  geometric  mean  of  50  colonies/100  ml.   Of 
the  60  bacteria  samples  taken  in  1981  and  1982  for  the  major  perennial 
streams,  57%  of  all  samples  exceeded  the  state  criteria.  All  streams 
sampled  had  at  least  one  violation  at  some  point  except  for  two;  Lime  Creek 
and  the  West  Fork  Jarbidge  River.   Big  Flat  Creek  (730/100  ml),  East  Fork 
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Bruneau  River  (200+/100  ml),  Buck  Creek  (590/100  ml),  Cedar  Creek  (1,800/100 
ml),  Deadwood  Creek  (2,000+/l00  ml),  House  Creek  (450/100  ml),  King  Hill 
Creek  (280/100  ml),  and  Three  Creek  (2,000+/100  ml)  exceeded  criteria  by  the 
greatest  amounts  and  most  often.   These  high  values  are  probably  the  result 
of  livestock  activity  in  and  around  the  riparian  areas.   Fecal  coliform 
studies  conducted  on  rangeland  streams  at  Reynolds  Creek  watershed  in  Idaho 
by  Stephenson  and  Street  (1978)  show  that  the  occurrence  of  fecal  coliform 
was  directly  related  to  the  presence  of  cattle  on  summer  and  winter  pastures 
and  increased  soon  after  turnout. 

Sedimentation 

At  the  time  streams  were  sampled,  all  streams  were  within  the  state 
standards  for  suspended  sediments.  Although  not  a  state  standard,  streambed 
sedimentation  was  evaluated  by  an  ocular  method  for  the  15  major  perennial 
streams  throughout  the  area  for  aquatic  habitat  conditions.   Sixty-seven 
percent  of  these  streams  had  sediments  covering  25%  or  more  of  their 
streambeds  at  summer  low  flows.   Poor  watershed  conditions  due  to  range 
fires  and  livestock  grazing,  and  eroding  streambanks  caused  by  loss  of 
vegetative  cover  in  riparian  areas  are  the  major  causes  of  sedimentation. 
Best  management  practices  for  riparian  ecosystems  described  in  the  resource 
management  guidelines  can  substantially  reduce  sediment  reaching  streambeds. 


Fire  Management 


Resource  Area  Summary 

Since  1971,  wild  fires  have  burned  approximately  575,000  acres  in  the 
Jarbidge  Resource  Area.   Analysis  of  available  data  indicates  that  the  area 
has  an  average  of  16.6  fires  per  year,  based  on  the  twelve-year  average 
since  1971.   An  average  of  approximately  48,000  acres  burns  in  the  resource 
area  each  year,  with  an  average  of  6,700  acres  (14%)  per  year  being 
reburns.  Reburns  are  those  areas  that  have  burned  more  than  once  during  the 
study  period.   The  average  size  fire,  over  the  twelve-year  period,  has  been 
2,889  acres  in  size. 

Limited  Suppression  Area 

A  limited  suppression  area,  encompassing  499,712  acres  of  low  value 
rangeland,  was  established  under  an  advance  plan  in  1981.   The  purpose  of 
the  limited  suppression  plan  was  to  decrease  costs  of  full  fire  suppression 
in  areas  where  resource  values  are  low. 

Resource  protection  criteria  within  the  limited  suppression  plan  include 
limiting  suppression  actions  on  fires  up  to  2,000  acres  in  size,  and  tying 
all  action  to  the  burning  condition  index,  resource  values,  and  protecting 
critical  wildlife  and  archaeological  areas. 

Over  the  last  twelve  years,  the  area  designated  for  limited  suppression 
has  had  41  recorded  wildfires,  totaling  over  143,690  acres.   Over  19,000 
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acres  (13%)  of  the  total  figure  has  been  reburns.   The  average  fire  size  for 
the  limited  suppression  area  has  been  3,505  acres  per  fire.   This  is  almost 
1,000  acres  larger  than  the  average  fire  for  the  entire  resource  area.   This 
can  partially  be  explained  by  the  remoteness  of  the  area  and  the 
corresponding  long  response  time  to  get  to  these  locations. 

Since  the  limited  suppression  area  was  established,  eight  wildfires  have 
burned  a  total  of  21,508  acres.   Approximately  5,700  acres  (27%)  of  this 
total  has  been  reburn.   The  average  fire  size  has  been  2,689  acres,  or 
roughly  the  area  average.  Not  included  in  the  above  figures  are  numerous 
small  fires  that  occurred  with  no  action  taken. 

Full  Suppression  Area 

The  remaining  1, 190,761  acres  within  the  Resource  Area  are  managed  as 
full  suppression  areas  whereby  aggressive  action  is  taken  on  all  fires  on, 
or  threatening,  public  land  with  sufficient  forces  to  contain  the  fire 
during  the  first  burning  period.  Over  the  past  12  years,  approximately 
431,000  acres  have  burned  within  this  area.   There  has  been  an  average  of 
13.1  fires/year  and  44,445  acres  burned  per  year.  Approximately  5,750  acres 
(13%)  have  been  reburns. 


Recreation 


Most  of  the  recreation  use  in  the  area  occurs  in  a  dispersed  context  but 
recreationists  do  concentrate  in  certain  areas  around  the  periphery  of  the 
resource  area.   The  Bennett  Hills;  the  area  of  Murphy  Hot  Springs/  Jarbidge, 
Nevada  (Jarbidge  Forks);  the  Snake  River;  Salmon  Falls  Creek  Reservoir;  and 
the  Hagerman  National  Natural  Landmark  (NNL)  attract  a  largely  local  and 
regional  clientele.   The  wildwaters  of  the  Bruneau/Jarbidge  Rivers  and  the 
Oregon  Trail  have  national  attraction. 

During  1983,  the  Bruneau/Jarbidge  Rivers  received  4,720  visitor  days  of 
use.   The  estimated  annual  use  of  recreation  opportunities  within  the  total 
resource  area  is  currently  2,050,000  activity  occasions  (from  Pacific 
Northwest  River  Basin  Commission  data;  adjusted  by  BLM). 

The  only  areas  that  have  received  intensive  recreation  management  have 
been  Hagerman  Fossil  Beds  and  the  Bruneau  and  Jarbidge  River  system 
(including  Jarbidge  Forks).  Hagerman  has  received  attention  because  of 
resource  conflicts  between  0RV  use  and  farming  and  the  areas'  valuable 
paleontologic  resource  -  the  reason  for  its  designation  as  a  NNL.   The 
Bruneau/Jarbidge  Rivers  including  Sheep  Creek  are  included  in  two  Wilderness 
Study  Areas  as  well  as  in  a  proposal  already  submitted  to  Congress  to 
classify  them  as  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers. 

The  Oregon  National  Historic  Trail  passes  through  the  resource  area. 
The  trail  corridor  includes  14,112  acres  containing  44  miles  of  trail 
remnants  of  which  39.4  miles  (12,608  acres)  have  National  Historic  Trail 
status  (see  Cultural  Resource  sections  for  more  detail).   The  Bureau  has 
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agreed  to  protect  and  interpret  the  Oregon  Trail  where  it  passes  through 
public  lands.  The  entire  trail  has  been  nominated  for  national  register 
status. 

The  South  Fork  of  the  Boise  River  from  Anderson  Ranch  Dam  to  Arrowrock 
Reservoir  and  the  West  Fork  of  the  Jarbidge  River  are  listed  on  the 
Nationwide  Rivers  Inventory  as  potential  National  Wild  and  Scenic  or 
Recreational  Rivers.   The  Jarbidge  West  Fork  was  evaluated  in  1982  by  a 
joint  Forest  Service/BLM  team  and  found  to  be  unqualified.   BLM  holdings  on 
the  Boise  River  are  so  small  and  scattered  that  the  Forest  Service  will  need 
to  take  the  lead  in  any  effort  to  designate  it  in  the  system.   The  A.J. 
Wiley  reach  of  the  Snake  River  is  a  candidate  for  National  Natural  Landmark 
status  and  has  been  identified  as  a  potential  wild  and  scenic  river. 

Table  3-10  shows  acreages  in  each  recommended  "Special  Recreation 
Management  Areas"  (SRMA)  in  each  of  the  six  "Recreation  Opportunity  Spectrum" 
(ROS)  classes.   ROS  classes  are  used  to  describe  existing  and  desired  manage- 
ment settings  on  public  land.   The  only  areas  classified  under  ROS  were 
those  recommended  for  SRMA  status.  Appendix  L  describes  the  ROS  classes. 

Table  3-10 

Recreation  Opportunity  Spectrum  Classes 

(by  Special  Recreation  Management  Area  and  Acreage) 


1                                                                               ROS   Classes  and  Acreage 

Semi-                Semi- 
|Primi-|      Primitive      I  Primitive  I  Road ed                   | Modern  I 
SRMA                       tive    |Non-Motorized|Motorlzed|Natural|Rural    |Urban 

ISalmon  Falls   Creek       2,800|              0                      2,680    1        0                120 1        0 

lHagerman  including                                                                                                         1 

I    Owsley  Bridge  ORV    1      0        1              0              1          0          1        0        1    7,074|        0      1 

I    area  &   Fossil  Bedsl 

iBruneau/ Jarbidge        1 55,800 1              0                      1,200           0        1        0      1        0 
1   River                              II                              1                                       III 

I Jarbidge  Forks            1      0        1              0              1          0          I    4,320           0      1        0      1 

1  Bennett  Hills               1      0        1               0               I      56,680    |        0                0              0      I 

luregon   Iran                                                              unsurveyea                                                  1 

Visual  Resources 


The  public  land  has  been  inventoried  to  determine  the  quality  of  the 
visual  resources  in  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area.   Evaluation  of  the  land  was 
based  on  landform,  vegetation,  water, color,  scarcity,  influence  of  adjacent 
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scenery  and  cultural  modifications  (intrusions)  in  accordance  with  the 
visual  resource  management  (VRM)  system  presented  in  BLM  Manual  8410. 

The  VRM  system  provides  for  management  of  visual  resources  to  prevent 
undue  degradation.   Management  classes  based  on  scenic  quality,  sensitivity 
level,  and  distance  zone  are  established  to  provide  appropriate  objectives 
for  management.  The  acreages  of  public  land  in  each  VRM  class  are  shown  in 
Table  3-11.   Locations  of  the  classes  are  shown  on  Map  3-8.   Appendix  M 
describes  the  VRM  system. 

Table  3-11 
Acreages/%  by  VRM  Class 


VRM  Class  I 

VRM  Class  II 

VRM  Class  III 

VRM  Class  IV 


Total  Acreage 


207,870/10% 

306,840/15% 

437,620/20% 

1,138,340/55% 


2,090,670/100% 


Cultural  Resources 


General 


The  Jarbidge  Resource  Area  has  been  inventoried  for  cultural  resources 
at  the  Class  I,  II  and  III  levels.  There  have  been  1,089  cultural  resource 
sites  representative  of  historic  and  prehistoric  occupations  located.   Site 
types  include  rock  shelters,  rock  alignments  and  structures,  petroglyphs, 
prehistoric  and  historic  scatters  and  historic  roads  and  trails,  including 
the  Oregon  Trail.   Prehistoric  sites  are  generally  typical  of  the  northern 
Great  Basin  and  historic  sites  reflect  the  adaptation  of  euroamerican 
culture  to  the  western  United  States.   There  have  been  894  cultural  resource 
sites  evaluated  to  determine  condition.   The  results  of  this  evaluation  show 
that  2%  are  in  excellent  condition,  56%  in  good  condition,  39%  in  fair 
condition  and  3%  have  been  destroyed. 

The  following  sites  and  site  complexes  require  special  management  due  to 
their  unique  character  and/or  to  their  deterioration  as  a  result  of 
vandalism,  erosion,  livestock  trampling  or  other  forces. 

Devil  Creek  Cultural  Resource  Site  Complex 

This  cultural  resource  complex  consists  of  217  sites  located  along  a  33 
mile  stretch  of  Devil  Creek.   These  sites  represent  the  prehistoric  period 
from  approximately  11,500  years  before  the  present  up  to  and  including  the 
historic  period  of  euroamerican  contact  and  settlement.   Site  types  include 
rock  structures,  rock  shelters,  caves  and  open  lithic  scatters,  as  well  as 
historic  sites. 
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Sites  within  this  complex  range  in  condition  from  good  to  poor.   Sixteen 
extremely  significant  sites  are  in  danger  of  destruction  from  vandalism, 
livestock  trampling  and  erosion. 

Pot  Hole  Creek  Cultural  Resource  Complex 

This  cultural  resource  complex  consists  of  two  prehistoric  sites  located 
near  Pot  Hole  Creek  which  contain  extensive  deposits  of  material 
representing  the  earliest  occupation  of  this  area  as  well  as  later  periods 
of  occupation.  Both  open  sites  and  rock  shelters  are  included.   The  sites 
are  presently  in  good  condition  but  are  deteriorating  from  the  effects  of 
dune  activity  and  erosion. 

Dove  Springs  Cultural  Resource  Site  Complex 

These  four  cultural  resource  sites  are  located  on  Saylor  Creek  near  Dove 
Springs.   In  addition  to  evidence  of  very  early  occupation,  these  sites  are 
unique  in  that  they  also  contain  fossilized  faunal  (paleontologic)  remains. 
Site  condition  ranges  from  good  to  poor,  and  vandalism  is  a  major  cause  of 
site  deterioration. 

Juniper  Ranch  Cultural  Resource  Site  Complex 

This  group  of  sites,  located  on  Clover  Creek  near  Juniper  Ranch, 
represents  several  different  site  types:   a  large,  open  campsite;  a  small 
lithic  scatter  and  a  stratified  habitation  site  on  the  terrace  above  Clover 
Creek.   The  latter  is  being  heavily  disturbed  by  livestock  trampling  and 
stream  bank  erosion,  while  the  others  remain  in  good  condition. 

Clover  Creek  Cultural  Resource  Site  Complex 

This  cultural  resource  site  complex  consists  of  a  series  of  three  rock 
structures  (probable  hunting  blinds)  associated  with  lithic  debitage  and 
finished  tool  forms,  and  a  large  campsite  (open  lithic  scatter  close  by). 
The  sites  are  in  poor  condition  as  a  result  of  livestock  trampling. 

Dry  Lakes/Bruneau  River  Cultural  Resource  Site  Complex 

This  cultural  resource  site  complex  consists  of  sixty-five  cultural 
resource  sites  located  along  a  22  mile  stretch  of  the  Bruneau  River. 
Seventeen  sites  are  in  the  canyon  along  terraces  and  in  caves  and  rock 
shelters,  and  forty-eight  are  above  the  river,  east  of  the  canyon  rim,  on 
the  edge  of  dry  lakes  (playas)  and  dispersed  between  the  dry  lakes  and 
ephemeral  drainages.   This  complex  may  represent  one  of  very  few  known 
examples  of  diverse  microenvironmental  adaptation  between  riverine,  high 
plains  and  playas  by  prehistoric  inhabitants  of  the  Great  Basin.   The 
condition  of  these  sites  ranges  from  good  to  poor.   Site  deterioration 
results  from  erosion,  vandalism,  and  livestock  trampling.   In  addition  to 
the  prehistoric  sites,  the  area  contains  an  important  historic  site,  the 
Bengoechea  Cabin,  which  is  in  poor  condition  as  a  result  of  its  use  as  a 
livestock  containment  facility. 
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Arch  Canyon  Cultural  Resource  Site  Complex 

The  Arch  Canyon  cultural  resource  complex  consists  of  ten  prehistoric 
and  one  historic  site  located  in  Arch  Canyon  and  on  the  rim  in  caves  and 
rock  shelters.   Included  in  the  complex  are  rock  shelters,  rock  structures, 
caves  and  open  sites,  prehistoric  and  historic  rock  art,  and  historic 
structures.   Site  condition  ranges  from  good  to  destroyed  as  a  result  of 
extensive  vandalism  and  livestock  trampling. 

Post  Office  Cultural  Resource  Site  Complex 

This  cultural  resource  site  complex  consists  of  an  historic  frame 
structure  and  corral  near  Poison  Creek,  and  a  large  open  prehistoric  scatter 
in  the  area  surrounding  the  historic  sites.   Both  sites  are  in  good 
condition,  but  are  deteriorating  from  weathering  and  livestock  trampling. 

Oregon  Trail  Historic  Route 

The  Oregon  Trail  and  its'  alternate  routes  traverse  the  northern  portion 
of  the  Saylor  Creek  Planning  Unit  and  southern  and  western  portions  of  the 
Bennett  Hills  Planning  Unit.   The  condition  of  the  Oregon  Trail  ranges  from 
good  to  destroyed.   Deterioration  is  due  to  agricultural  development,  ORV 
use,  range  facilities  construction  and  use,  livestock  trampling,  fire 
control  and  rehabilitation,  and  vandalism. 


Paleontologic  Resources 

The  Hagerman  Fauna  locality  (Hagerman  Fauna  Sites  National  Natural 
Landmark)  is  world  famous  among  paleontologists  for  its  exceptional 
assemblage  of  Pliocene  (3.2  MYBP)  fossils.   There  are  well  over  300 
different  collection  spots  known  in  the  Hagerman  Fauna  area.   Thousands  of 
specimens  and  tons  of  material  have  been  removed  by  professionals  from  this 
area.   The  Hagerman  beds  are  only  a  small  part  of  the  Glenns  Ferry  Formation 
which  is  the  most  fossil  rich  formation  in  Idaho  and  possesses  the  richest 
fish  fauna  in  western  North  America.   The  Hagerman  site  is  currently  being 
impacted  as  a  result  of  water  erosion,  disturbance  from  ORV  use  and 
livestock  trampling. 

Other  important  sites  within  the  Glenns  Ferry  Formation  include 
Sandpoint  (Shell  Mountain),  Chalk  Flat,  Oreana,  Grand  View  (Jackass  Butte), 
Sand  Dunes  (Flat  Iron  Butte),  Dove  Spring  and  others.   Fossils  are  still 
being  found  at  all  these  localities.   The  Bruneau  Formation,  Crows  Nest 
Gravel,  Melon  Gravel  and  recent  superficial  deposits  have  also  produced 
fossils.   The  Hagerman  and  Sand  Point  sites  are  being  considered  for  ACEC 
designation.   Additional  description  of  these  sites  is  included  in  the  plan 
portion  of  this  document. 
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Wilderness 


Three  wilderness  study  areas  (WSAs)  are  addressed  in  this  RMP.   The 
Bruneau  River-Sheep  Creek  WSA  and  the  Jarbidge  WSA  are  located  along  the 
Bruneau  and  Jarbidge  Rivers.   Both  WSAs  have  acreage  within  the  Bruneau 
Resource  Area  that  is  being  addressed  in  this  RMP/EIS.   The  King  Hill  Creek 
WSA  is  located  in  the  Bennett  Hills  area.   It  has  acreage  within  the 
Shoshone  BLM  District  that  is  being  addressed  in  this  RMP/EIS.   WSA  acreages 
are  shown  on  Table  3-12  and  the  locations  are  shown  on  Map  3-9.  A 
description  of  each  WSA  is  presented  in  Table  3-13. 

Table  3-12 
WSA  Acreage 


Total            Acres  (BLM)         I 

BLM    | Jarbidge I  Bruneau   Shoshone 
I          WSA              Acres       RA       RA     District  I 

1 111-17  Bruneau  River-   1   104,406   1   28,868 1   75,537  1     0 

Sheep  Creek                               1 
1 17-11  Jarbidge  River    1   75,118   1   66,770|   8,348  I     0 
1 19-2  King  Hill  Creek       29,309   |   23,815 1    0       5,494 

Totals         1   208,833   I  119,454 1   83,885     5,494 

*  Acres  vary  slightly  from  previously  reported  intensive  inventory 
acres  because  of  refined  acreage  calculations. 
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Leaseables  (Oil  and  Gas) 

The  search  for  oil  and  gas  has  been  going  on  in  Idaho  since  1904. 
However,  activity  has  been  sporadic  and  short  lived.   Various  small  showings 
of  oil  and  gas  have  occurred  but  no  discoveries  of  economic  size  have  been 
made.   The  greatest  interest  has  been  in  southeastern  and  southwestern 
Idaho.   Very  little  interest  has  occurred  in  the  southcentral  portion  of  the 
state  in  which  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area  is  located.   Only  five 
"exploratory"  wells  have  been  drilled  in  or  near  the  resource  area.   All 
were  "dry"  wells. 

Leasing  continues  in  the  resource  area,  especially  within  the  Snake 
River  Plain.  Most  areas  with  any  "potential"  are  under  leases  issued  in 
1982.   There  were  75  leases  issued  for  1983  in  the  JRA  covering  62,490  acres. 
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WSA  Descriptions  and  Characteristics 


|                                                                                                             Wilderness  Characteristics 

|            WSA                                                                                                                    Outstanding  Opportunities                               1 

Name  and        1  WSA  Size  and                Naturalness                                                                               Primitive 
I        Number          1  Configuration  1              (Imprints)                              Solitude                                   Recreation                           Supplemental  Values 

iBruneau  River/  1  104,406  acres  1  97%  natural  appearing  1  Excellent  topographic          1  landform  diversity  includes  1  Exceptional  scenic  quality 

1  Sleep  Creek       1       ■■                  ■■  1                                            1  ssuteeiLlng  in  6_H-  tulles  uf  1  narrow,  meandering  canyons     1                                                       1 
|  111-17               1  long,                 1  29  miles  of  ways,  4      1  major  canyons  and  20+          |  and  rolling  to  flat  plateaus  1  Identified  as  a  potential 

1  configuration  1  water  developments,  2  1  canyons.                                 1  The  natural  features  of  the  1  by  the  NPS  for  its  geo- 

1  o  state  in—      1  livestock  trails            I  lite  wsa  is  or  suiiicienL     1  redLiixicii  aLLractiui  to          I                                                     I 

1  (3,840  acres),  1                                          1  ability  of  low  growing        1  packing,  day  hiking,  nature  1  prehistoric  and  historic 
1  no  private        1                                          1  sagebrush  to  be  effective  1  photography,  wildlife              1  cultural  sites 

1  Inholdlngs                                                  1                                                 1  viewing,  hunting,  fishing,     1                                                     1 

I                                                                                                                      1  water  boating                           1  river  otter,  bobcat,  red- 

1  grass,  Bailey's  Ivesia, 
I                                                                                                                                                                                                      1  Watsons  Leptodactylon 

1  Existing  and  potential 
III                                                    1  habitat  for  California  big-  1 
III                                                                                                                                               1  horn  sheep  and  potential 

1  bald  eagle  habitat. 

1                                                                                                                                               1  Under  consideration  by 
1                                                                                                                                                                                                      1  Congress  for  Wild  and  Scenic  1 

1  River  designation 

1                                                                                                                                                                                                      1  20,000  acres  of  salt  desert  1 

1  shrub  vegetation 

1  Jarbidge  Riverl  75,118  acres     1  99%  natural  appearing  1  Excellent  topographic          1  Landform  diversity  Includes  1  Exceptional  scenic  quality     1 

1     17  11               1                            1                                          1  ssciwiiiliig  iii  4j+  miles  of  1  narrow,  ufcandeiiiig  caiiyuns     1                                                     1 
1  long,  irre-      1  14  miles  of  ways,  3      1  major  canyon  and  in             1  and  flat  to  rolling  plateaus  1  Contains  more  than  150  known  1 

1  figuration        1  stock  reservoirs            1  canyons                                  1  The  natural  features  of  the  1  cultural  sites 

II                                          1                                                 1  WSA  uiuvide  a  strong  tec       1                         ■                            1 
1  4  state  in-                                                                                                 1  reatlonal  attraction  to          1  "Sensitive"  species  found 
1  holdings                                                                                                      1  persons  interested  in  back-  1  include  river  otter,  bobcat,  1 
1   (2,560  acres), 1                                                                                          1  packing,  day  hiking,  nature  1  and  red-banded  trout 

1  inholdings        1                                                                                          1  viewing,  hunting,  fishing,     1  Existing  and  potential 
1                            1  (80  acres)                                                  1                                                 1  rcckhounding,  and  whltewaterl  habitat  for  California  big-  1 

1     —                   1                                                                                           1  boating                                      1  lioui  sheep  and  bald  eagle 

1  Under  consideration  by 
III.                                                                               1  Congress  for  Wild  and  Scenicl 

1  River  designation 

1  King  Hill          I  29,309  acres     1  99%  natural  appearing  1  Good  topographic  screening  1  landform  diversity  Includes  1  Considered  of  good  to 

I     CrwA.  19-2                                  1                                          1  in  the  maze  of  riparian      1  riparian  drainages,  ridges,   1  excelleiiL  scenic  quality 

1  about  8  miles  1  spring  developments      1  unit                                        1  Area  is  attractive  for  a        1  range 

1  south  and  6  tol                                                                                          1  activities  including  back-     1  Crucial  elk  wintering  range  1 

1  to  west                                                          |                                                   |  photography,  wildlife              1  Numerous  cultural  sites 

1                            1                                                                                           1  vltwliig,  laiiLliig,  Dslilug,     I  Uinxighout  ttie  area 

1  1  (1,280  acres), 1  1  Mobility  throughout  the  1  j 
1  1  private                                                                                                    |  area  Is  excellent                     1                                                     I 

1  1  Inholdlng  (40  1  1  |  j  | 
1  acres)                                                         I                                                 |                                                    |                                                    j 
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Leaseable  (Geothermal) 

The  existence  of  a  geothermal  resource  in  Idaho  has  been  known  since 
prehistoric  times.   The  Indian  Bath  Tubs  near  the  Bruneau  Known  Geothermal 
Resource  Area  (KGRA)  were  used  by  the  Shoshoni  Indians  long  before  the  white 
man  showed  up.   The  hot  springs  in  the  Mountain  Home  KGRA  were  probably  also 
used  although  no  direct  evidence  is  presently  known.   White  man's  early  use 
of  the  resource  in  and  near  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area  included  the  develop- 
ment of  a  swimming  pool  in  the  Bruneau  KGRA  and  the  use  of  water  from  the 
Mountain  Home  KGRA  as  a  medicinal  drink. 

It  was  not  until  1970  that  an  act  of  Congress  was  passed  specifically 
identifying  and  making  available  the  geothermal  resource  for  development. 
Leasing  in  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area  did  not  occur  until  August,  1975  (1 
1/2  years  after  the  Bruneau  and  Mountain  Home  KGRA's  were  designated  by  the 
U.S.G.S.  and  2  years  after  the  "oil  crisis"  of  1973  that  spurred  an  increase 
of  interest  in  the  geothermal  resources  of  the  U.S. 3).   Various  studies, 
reports,  research  and  leases  have  been  made  since  then.   However,  this  has 
not  led  to  any  commercial  development  in  the  resource  area. 

The  use  of  the  geothermal  resource  in  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area  is 
slight.   Various  hot  springs  are  used  for  bathing.   Many  wells  have  been 
drilled  into  geothermal  waters,  however,  the  use  of  the  water  has  been  for 
stock  watering  and  irrigation. 

Locatables  (Gold,  Silver,  Lead,  Zinc,  Copper,  etc.) 

Mineral  exploration  and  mining  have  been  going  on  in  Idaho  since  the 
mid-1800' s.   The  lands  covered  by  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area  have  not  proven 
to  be  a  significant  mineralized  area.   There  are  less  than  100  unpatented 
claims  within  the  1.8  million  acres  of  the  resource  area.   This  amounts  to  a 
maximum  of  2,066  acres  or  approximately  0.1%  of  the  total  area.   Over  half 
of  the  claims  were  located  in  1980. 

The  Pine  Grove  Mining  District,  Volcano  Mining  District  and  Jarbidge 
(Nevada)  Mining  Area  cover  lands  within  or  adjacent  to  the  resource  area. 
The  only  ones  presently  affecting  the  resource  area  are  the  Pine  Grove  and 
Volcano  Districts. 

The  Pine  Grove  District  contains  gold,  silver,  lead  and  zinc  in  lode 
deposits.   Gold  values  have  been  the  most  significant.   There  are  presently 
about  20  unpatented  claims  within  this  part  of  the  resource  area.   Little 
activity  other  than  assessment  work  is  occurring  on  the  BLM  lands  in  the 
district. 

The  Volcano  District  is  the  only  "active"  mining  district.   There  are  33 
unpatented  claims  in  this  part  of  the  resource  area.  All  except  2  were 
filed  by  the  Silver  Chief  Mining  Company  (now  Circa  Mining  Co.)  and  surround 
claims  patented  in  1903.   Little  activity  has  occurred  in  this  area  until 
Circa' s  interest  and  location  in  1980.   The  area  is  known  to  contain  gold, 
silver,  copper,  lead  and  zinc,  with  silver  values  being  the  most  significant. 
The  Circa  Mining  Company  has  reported  the  removal  of  5,000  tons  of  ore  from 
their  claims.   The  ore  is  hauled  to  the  Mountain  Home  area  where  it  is 
processed  by  heap  leach. 
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Indian  Hot  Springs  is  the  only  other  locality  in  the  resource  area  that 
is  being  actively  mined.   Bruneau  Jasper  was  discovered  here  in  1958. 
Jasper  has  been  removed  every  year  since.   Present  yearly  production  is 
estimated  to  be  between  5,000  and  12,000  lbs.   The  material  is  sold 
world-wide  with  prices  generally  in  the  range  of  $2.00  to  $20.00  a  pound 
depending  on  size  and  quality.  According  to  the  miners,  museum  quality 
pieces  have  sold  from  $100  to  $800  per  pound. 

Occurrences  of  gypsum,  clay,  diatomite,  zeolites  and  gem  stone  materials 
(opal,  agate,  geodes)  are  known  in  the  resource  area.   None  of  them  are 
known  to  be  of  a  quality  and  quantity  sufficient  to  support  development. 

Salables  (Sand,  Gravel,  Stone,  etc.) 

Mineral  materials  (sand  and  gravel,  building  stone,  clay,  etc.)  are  bulk 
type  commodities.   This  generally  means  high  volume  use  at  a  low  unit  price 
with  haulage  costs  being  the  most  significant  part  of  the  overall  cost.   For 
this  reason,  sources  are  developed  as  close  to  where  they  are  needed  as 
possible.   Building  construction  and  road  construction  and  maintenance  are 
the  major  uses  of  sand  and  gravel. 

All  the  BLM  pits  in  the  resource  area  have  been  developed  for  these 
needs.  Road  maintenance  material  use  far  exceeds  the  other  uses. 

Development  and  use  of  mineral  materials  is  strongly  influenced  by  the 
economy.   For  this  reason,  use  has  been  down  for  the  past  few  years.   There 
are  33  free  use  permits  covering  sites  in  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area  and  1 
material  sale  pit.  The  greatest  concentration  is  in  the  Glenns  Ferry  area. 

The  Snake  River  Plain  has  substantial  deposits  of  sand  and  gravel  of 
good  quality.   The  rest  of  the  resource  area  does  not.   The  Mount  Bennett 
Hills  area  has  one  quarry  site  developed  for  maintenance  of  the  Mount 
Bennett  Road.   Quarrying  and  crushing  are  expensive  but  necessary  when  an 
extensive  haul  distance  is  the  other  choice.   The  southern  part  of  the 
resource  area  has  some  sand  and  gravel  deposits  but  they  are  not  of  the 
quality  and  quantity  that  is  available  in  the  Snake  River  Plain  area. 


Forest  Management 


There  are  2,371  acres  of  commercial  forest  land  (CFL)  located  near 
Anderson  Ranch  Reservoir  and  on  Bennett  Mountain.  There  are  also  1,443 
acres  of  noncommercial  woodland.   The  commercial  forest  is  primarily 
Douglas-fir  with  scattered  amounts  of  Ponderosa  and  Lodgepole  pine.   Sites 
are  moderately  productive,  primarily  limited  by  xeric  climatic  conditions 
and  a  short  growing  season.  Annual  growth  rates  indicate  that  a  20-25  inch 
tree  could  be  grown  in  90  years. 

Only  two-thirds  of  the  commercial  forest  land  can  be  reached  and  logged 
economically  because  some  timbered  tracts  are  small  and  remote.   Only  one 
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timber  sale  has  occurred  in  the  past  (1964).  Allegedly,  large  size  limbs 
and  windshake  raised  logging  costs  and  reduced  quality  and  quantity  to  a 
degree  that  the  sale  was  unprofitable  for  the  purchaser. 


Economics 


This  description  of  the  local  economy  is  divided  into  a  general 
description  of  the  overall  income  and  employment  levels  and  more  complete 
descriptions  of  industries  which  will  be  impacted  by  the  alternatives  as 
described  in  Chapter  4. 

A.   General  Description 

This  section  describes  the  general  income  and  employment  levels  in 
the  three  counties  of  Elmore,  Owyhee,  and  Twin  Falls,  Idaho.   A 
description  of  the  multipliers  used  in  impact  analysis  is  also  described. 

1.  Income.   The  total  personal  income  in  the  three-county  area  was 
$744.3  million  in  1981  (Bureau  of  Economic  Analysis  1983).   This  is 
based  on  earnings  of  $539.8  million  and  adjustments  for  contribu- 
tions for  social  insurance,  place  of  residence,  dividends, 
interest,  rent,  and  transfer  payments  of  $204.5  million. 
Agriculture  was  the  number  one  industry  with  19%  of  total  earnings. 
Federal  military  use  was  second  with  12%  of  total  earnings  and 
retail  trade  was  third  at  10  percent. 

2.  Employment.   The  total  employment  in  the  three-county  area  was 
40,585  in  1981  (Bureau  of  Economic  Analysis  1983).  Agriculture  was 
the  number  one  employer  with  16  percent,  while  retail  trade  was 
second  at  12  percent. 

3.  Multipliers.   When  changes  occur  in  one  sector  of  a  local  economy, 
changes  also  occur  in  other  sectors.   This  is  due  to  the  inter- 
related nature  of  the  economy.   These  changes  are  measured  through 
the  use  of  multipliers.   The  multiplier  is  a  single  number  that 
summarizes  the  total  direct  and  indirect  spending  effects  of  a 
given  change  in  the  local  economy.   Multipliers  tell  an  analyst  how 
large  an  impact  on  the  entire  local  economy  will  occur  as  a  result 
of  a  change  in  one  sector. 

The  U.S.  Water  Resources  Council  published  Gross  Output  Multipliers 
for  Bureau  of  Economic  Analysis  Economic  Areas  in  January  of  1977. 
The  economic  area  that  includes  most  of  the  study  area  (except  that 
portion  in  Twin  Falls  County)  is  Area  159.   This  includes  all  of 
southwest  Idaho  and  parts  of  southeast  Oregon.   These  multipliers 
(see  Appendix  A)  indicate  that  the  sectors  in  the  local  economy 
that  would  lead  to  the  greatest  changes  in  other  sectors  would  be 
the  meat  animals  and  meat  products  sectors.   In  addition  to 
multipliers,  output  must  be  converted  to  income  using  earnings/ 
gross  output  ratios.   These  ratios  will  be  used  in  Chapter  4  to 
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estimate  the  impacts  on  the  various  local  industries.  These  ratios 
are  shown  in  Appendix  A. 

B.   Specific  Descriptions 

This  section  provides  more  in-depth  descriptions  of  the  three- 
county  and  Jarbidge  RMP  area  (where  possible)  crop  agriculture, 
recreation,  and  livestock  industries. 

1.  Crop  Agriculture.  The  1981  three-county  farm  income  resulting  from 
the  raising  of  crops  is  estimated  at  $55.8  million.  This  is  based 
on  the  assumption  that  crop  income  is  the  same  proportion  of  farm 
income  as  crop  receipts  are  of  total  farm  receipts.   Over  the 
five-year  period  of  1977-81  crop  receipts  have  totaled  54%  of  total 
receipts  (Bureau  of  Economic  Analysis  1983). 

The  1981  Idaho  ranked  in  the  top  ten  states  in  the  production 
of  potatoes  (#1),  barley  (#2),  dry  edible  peas  (#2),  dry  edible 
beans  (#3),  sugar  beets  (#3),  and  alfalfa  hay  (#6).  The  state  also 
ranked  12th  in  wheat  production.  All  of  these  crops  are  grown  in 
the  three-county  region.  The  three-county  region  collectively 
ranks  in  the  top  ten  producers  in  Idaho  for  all  these  crops: 
potatoes  (#2),  barley  (#7),  dry  edible  peas  (#5),  dry  edible  beans 
(#1),  sugar  beets  (#3),  hay  (#1),  and  wheat  (#4)  (USDA  1982). 

The  number  of  jobs  generated  in  the  three-county  area  due  to 
crop  agriculture  (based  on  the  BEA  Farm  Income  and  BEA  Employment 
data)  is  approximately  3,580. 

2.  Livestock.  The  number  of  cattle  and  calves  in  the  three-county 
area  is  approximately  280,000.   The  number  of  sheep  and  lambs  is 
about  31,000  (USDA  1981).  Ranch  budgets  prepared  for  other 
planning  efforts  (USDI,  BLM,  1980;  USDI,  BLM  1981)  in  the 
three-county  area  indicate  that  an  AUM  generates  $18.47  in  sales. 
Utilizing  the  gross  output  multipliers  and  earning/gross  output 
ratios  this  was  converted  to  $12.15/AUM  in  direct  and  indirect 
income.  Approximately  3,434,400  AUMs  would  be  required  to  maintain 
the  area's  inventory  of  cattle  and  sheep.   Total  income  due  to  the 
livestock  industry  would  be  $41.7  million,  or  40%  of  the  total  farm 
income.  Within  the  Jarbidge  RMP  area  the  permittees  have  a  total 
herd  size  of  36,000  cattle  and  19,000  sheep.  This  represents  13% 
of  the  three-county  total  cattle  inventory  and  61%  of  the  sheep 
inventory.  This  would  translate  into  income  of  $5.8  million,  or 
14%  of  the  three-county  livestock  income  and  6%  of  the  three-county 
farm  income.   BLM  grazing  provides  about  160,000  AUMs,  or  34%  of 
the  permittees  total  needs.   This  generates  $1.9  million  in  income, 
which  represents  5%  of  the  three-county  livestock  income. 

The  permittees  in  the  Jarbidge  RMP  area  were  split  into  four 
size  groups  in  order  to  determine  whether  one  group  is  more,  or 
less,  dependent  on  BLM  grazing  than  are  the  other  groups.   The 
statistics  for  the  various  size  groups  and  the  income  generated  by 
AUMs  used  by  each  group  can  be  found  in  Appendix  A.   This  data- 
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indicates  that  the  smaller  the  group  the  more  dependent  it  is  on 
BLM  grazing  privileges. 

A  recent  study  of  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  Wilderness  (USDI,  BLM 
1984)  study  areas  indicated  that  each  AUM  results  in  .00028  jobs. 
Based  on  this  the  livestock  industry  in  the  three-county  area  would 
account  for  962  jobs.  AUMs  used  by  Jarbidge  permittees  account  for 
133  jobs  and  BLM  AUMs  account  for  45  jobs.   Tables  showing  the  live- 
stock income  and  employment  statistics  can  be  found  in  Appendix  A. 

As  early  as  1925  it  was  recognized  that  the  annual  value  of 
the  federal  grazing  privilege  was  being  capitalized  into  rancher 
property.   "It  is  argued  that  long  use  of  the  range  in  connection 
with  the  early  settlement  of  agricultural  lands  has  resulted  in 
capitalizing  the  values  of  public  pasturage  as  part  of  the  value  of 
the  ranch..."  (USDA  1925). 

A  report  published  by  the  Utah  State  University  Experiment 
Station  stated  "There  was  nothing  illegal  or  unethical  in  the  fact 
that  grazing  permits  took  on  value;  ranchers  just  reacted  to  an 
economic  situation  that  was  created  by  government  policy.   Permit 
values  rose  because  ranchers  who  have  grazing  permits  were 
capturing  economic  rents  in  the  form  of  low  cost  grazing;  i.e.,  the 
grazing  fee  and  recognized  non-fee  costs  did  not  equal  the  value  of 
the  grazing  to  ranches.   Thus,  the  authorization  to  use  the  federal 
lands  and  the  associated  economic  rents  were  capitalized  into 
rancher-owned  assets.   This  value  could  show  up  either  as  a  permit 
value  or  as  an  increased  value  of  the  commensurate  property." 
(Nielson  and  Workman  1971). 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  position  on  permit  values  is 
based  on  very  explicit  language  in  Section  3  of  the  Taylor  Grazing 
Act  of  1934  which  states  "So  far  as  consistent  with  the  purposes 
and  provisions  of  this  Act,  grazing  privileges  recognized  and 
acknowledged  shall  be  adequately  safeguarded,  but  the  creation  of  a 
grazing  district  or  the  issuance  of  a  permit  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  this  Act  shall  not  create  any  right,  title,  interest, 
or  state  on  or  to  the  lands."  Thus,  any  capitalized  value 
associated  with  grazing  permits  has  no  legal  basis,  and  as  a  result 
a  rancher  has  no  compensation  for  loss  of  this  value. 

Magazine  articles  and  research  results  have  often  been  in 
conflict  on  the  subject  of  permit  values.  Nevada  rancher,  Dean 
Rhoads,  in  an  article  in  the  New  West  Magazine  stated  that  "the 
forage  rights  for  a  single  cow  on  the  public  range  now  sells  for 
anywhere  from  $1,500  to  $3,000  in  the  Elko  area."  (Boly  1980)  A 
survey  done  in  New  Mexico  of  ranch  appraisers  and  credit  officers 
placed  the  value  of  Forest  Service  permits  as  between  $944  and 
$1,163  per  animal  unit,  depending  on  the  area  in  New  Mexico. 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  values  varied  from  $677  to  $888.  (Fowler 
and  Gray  1980.)  On  the  other  hand,  a  study  in  eastern  Oregon  found 
"the  inclusion  of  public  grazing  privileges  were  found  to  have  no 
significant  impact  on  the  level  of  private  grazing  land  sale 
prices."  (Winter  and  Whit taker  1979.) 
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3.   Recreation.   Expenditures  for  recreational  activities  in  the  three- 
county  (Elmore,  Owyhee,  Twin  Falls)  area  impact  primarily  the 
retail  trade  and  services  sectors  of  the  local  economy.   The  1980 
Survey  of  Hunting  and  Fishing  (U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  1980) 
data  indicates  that  in  destination-type  expenditures  (meals, 
lodging,  transportation,  land  use  fees,  etc.)  the  retail  trade 
sector  is  affected  the  most.   Table  3-14  shows  the  direct  impact  of 
a  dollar  of  recreation  expenditure  by  type  of  activity. 

Table  3-14 
Distribution  of  Recreation  Expenditures 


|                       Big    Small  I  Migratory  I 

|             |       |  Game   1  Game   1   Bird   1  Other 

I    Sector    | F is hingl Hunt ingl Hunt ingl  Hunting  I  Hunting  1 

I  Transportation!  $  .01   $  .02  I  $  .00  1   $  .00   |  $  .00  I 
iRetail  Trade   1    .95  1    .97  1    .99  1    .99   1    .99  1 
I  Services      I    .04  |    .01  I    .01  I     .01   I    .01  I 

I    TOTAL     I  $1.00  1  $1.00   $1.00  1   $1.00   I  $1.00  1 

The  table  shows  that  for  every  dollar  of  expenditures  related 
to  fishing,  for  instance.  $.95  is  spent  in  the  retail  trade  sector 
of  the  local  economy. 

A  variety  of  recreational  activities  takes  place  on  public 
lands  in  the  RMP  area  (see  Recreation  portion  of  the  RMP). 
Expenditure  data  on  activities  other  than  hunting  and  fishing  are 
not  available.   For  these  reasons,  the  remainder  of  this  section 
will  be  limited  to  a  discussion  of  the  economic  impacts  of  hunting 
and  fishing  in  the  three  county  region  and  the  RMP  area. 

The  total  three-county  1980  fishing  demand  was  estimated  at 
556,500  activity  occasions.   The  1980  hunting  demand  was  estimated 
at  510,800  activity  occasions  (Idaho  Parks  and  Recreation  1982). 
Data  in  the  1980  National  Survey  of  Hunting  and  Fishing  for  Idaho 
identifies  expenditures  for  hunting  and  fishing  by  type  of 
expenditure.   Destination-type  expenditures  were  $9.43  per  day  for 
freshwater  fishing  and  $12.24  per  day  for  all  hunting.   The 
definitions  of  an  "activity  occasion"  and  a  "day"  in  the  reports  by 
the  Idaho  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation  and  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  appear  to  be  roughly  the  same  (see  Glossary). 
Thus,  the  values  for  expenditures  per  day  have  been  directly 
applied  to  the  number  of  activity  occasions.   Total  fishing 
expenditures  amount  to  $5,792,000  while  total  hunting  expenditures 
would  amount  to  $6,900,500  (in  1981  dollars).  Using  the  earnings 
to  gross  output  ratios  and  the  gross  output  multipliers,  it  is 
estimated  that  the  total  (hunting  and  fishing)  direct  income 
generated  would  amount  to  $5.0  million.   This  would  represent  9%  of 
the  retail  trade  industry  in  the  three  counties.   The  total  income 
generated  (both  direct  and  secondary)  would  amount  to  $11.3  million 
or  2%  of  the  total  earnings  for  the  three-county  RMP  area. 
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Employment  generated  by  hunting  and  fishing  activities  in  the 
three-county  area  would  amount  to  649  direct  jobs  (13%  of  retail 
trade  employment)  and  1,468  total  jobs  (4%  of  total  three-county 
employment).   This  is  estimated  based  on  one  job  being  a  full-time 
position  paid  at  the  federal  minimum  wage  ($7,000  per  year). 

Within  the  RMP  area  there  are  estimated  to  be  205,000  activity 
occasions  at  the  present  time  (102,500  fishing  and  102,500 
hunting).   It  is  also  estimated  that  there  are  roughly  1,845,000 
activity  occasions  of  other  types  of  recreational  activity  in  the 
RMP  area  (ORV,  boating,  etc.).   At  the  present  time  there  are  no 
valuation  studies  that  can  be  used  to  place  a  value  on  these  types 
of  activities.   This  level  of  hunting  and  fishing  activity 
occasions  would  translate  into  direct  income  of  $965,100  and  total 
income  of  $2,183,100.   This  would  be  19%  of  the  total  hunting  and 
fishing  income  in  the  three-county  RMP  area. 

Employment  generated  by  hunting  and  fishing  activities  within 
the  RMP  area  would  amount  to  138  direct  jobs  and  312  total  jobs. 
This  would  represent  21%  of  the  total  employment  generated  by 
hunting  and  fishing  in  the  three-county  RMP  area. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 


Introduction 


This  chapter  discusses  the  environmental  consequences  of  selection  and 
implementation  of  each  of  the  alternatives  described  in  Chapter  2.   The 
discussion  for  each  alternative  identifies  impacts  on  each  resource 
component  of  the  affected  environment  described  in  Chapter  3.  All  practical 
mitigation  measures  have  been  incorporated  into  the  design  and  description 
of  the  alternatives.   Therefore,  impacts  identified  in  this  chapter  are 
unavoidable  and  would  occur  if  the  alternatives  were  implemented. 

The  identified  environmental  consequences  provide  the  basis  for 
selection  of  the  preferred  alternative  in  conjunction  with  public  input  and 
coordination  with  State  and  local  governments,  other  Federal  agencies,  and 
Indian  tribes.   A  20  year  time  frame  has  been  used  for  the  assessment  of 
environmental  consequences  unless  otherwise  stated.   The  following  elements 
of  the  environment  were  analyzed  but  are  not  addressed  since  no  significant 
impacts  were  identified:   climate,  topography,  air  quality,  flood  plains, 
prime  or  unique  farmlands,  and  social  conditions. 


Alternative  A 
Lands 


Land  transfer  under  this  alternative  would  consist  of  a  maximum  of  1,240 
acres  for  sale,  9,925  acres  for  sale  or  exchange,  6,795  acres  for  exchange 
and  71,615  acres  for  agricultural  entry  (Desert  Land  Entry  and  Carey  Act). 

The  development  of  71,615  acres  for  agricultural  entry  would  require 
1,432  cubic  feet  per  second  (cfs)  of  water.   It  is  anticipated  that  of  the 
1,240  acres  proposed  for  sale,  that  40%  would  be  developed  for  agricultural 
use,  of  the  6,795  acres  proposed  for  exchange,  75%  would  be  developed  for 
agricultural  use,  and  of  the  9,925  acres  in  the  sale  or  exchange  category, 
80%  would  be  developed  for  agricultural  use.   This  would  require  an 
additional  271  cfs  of  water.   Of  the  total  of  1,703  cfs  (219,680  acres/feet) 
needed  to  irrigate  these  lands,  approximately  90  percent  would  come  from  the 
Snake  River.   Few  lands  involve  well  water  in  the  ground  water  management 
areas  or  critical  ground  water  areas. 

Land  transfer,  primarily  for  agricultural  use,  would  result  in  an 

increase  in  occupancy,  agricultural  and  right-of-way  trespass.   It  is 
estimated  that  14  cases  per  year  would  be  discovered  at  an  average 

administrative  cost  of  $1,250  per  case  for  a  total  cost  of  $17,500  per  year. 
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Transfer  of  land  by  sale  would  generate  $873,000  of  revenue  for  the 
federal  government  at  an  average  price  of  $150  per  acre. 

The  lands  proposed  for  transfer  by  sale,  or  exchange  were  selected 
primarily  because  their  disposal  would  reduce  problem  management  areas  and 
consolidate  land  ownership  patterns  thereby  improving  management  and 
reducing  management  costs. 

Rights-of-way  would  be  precluded  or  restricted  on  169,953  acres  of 
public  land  due  to  conflicts  with  proposed  Bruneau/Jarbidge  Wild  and  Scenic 
River  designations,  Birds  of  Prey  Essential  Nesting  Habitat,  Oregon  Trail, 
significant  cultural  and  paleontological  areas,  and  the  Say lor  Creek  Gunnery 
Range . 

This  would  result  in  reduced  right-of-way  flexibility,  which  may 
increase  construction  costs,  particularly  for  major  utility  lines.   The  two 
east-west  powerline  routes  proposed  by  the  Idaho  Power  Company  and  the 
Western  Power  Council  would  be  eliminated  by  a  Wild  and  Scenic  River 
designation  of  the  Jarbidge/Bruneau  Rivers,  and  a  conflict  with  the  Say lor 
Creek  Gunnery  Range.   These  lines  would  have  to  be  realigned  to  pass  through 
moderate  use  areas  with  few  conflicts,  which  would  result  in  traversing  the 
same  basic  corridor  area  as  the  existing  utility  lines.   The  north-south 
proposal  would  be  restricted  somewhat  by  the  Hagerman  Fossil  Beds,  but  could 
probably  be  slightly  rerouted,  to  avoid  any  conflicts. 

Small  hydro  development  would  be  precluded  in  a  Bruneau/Jarbidge  Wild 
and  Scenic  River  designation. 


Soil,  Water  and  Air 

An  environmental  consequence  resulting  from  proposed  land  use  decisions 
would  be  associated  with  off-site  soil  movement.   Soil  would  be  displaced  by 
either  wind  or  water  action  removing  top  soil  and  reducing  site 
productivity.   Wind  borne  particulate  matter  causes  a  decline  in  air  quality 
and  often  a  problem  at  the  point  of  deposition.   Water  caused  erosion 
increases  sediment  loads  resulting  in  decreased  water  quality  and  reduced 
downstream  water  storage  as  sediment  accumulates  in  reservoirs. 

Proposed  land  use  actions  considered  to  cause  the  greatest  soil 
displacement  are  agricultural  development,  livestock  grazing,  timber 
harvest,  mineral  exploration  and  development,  off-road  vehicle  use  and 
limited  fire  suppression  (Appendix  Table  E-l) . 

The  proposed  transfer  of  public  lands,  the  majority  of  which  would  be 
put  in  agricultural  production,  includes  58,395  acres  of  soils  with  a  high 
erosion  hazard  rating.   Off-site  soil  movement  on  farmed  areas  is  expected 
to  be  at  least  ten  times  higher  than  on  rangeland  (SCS  1984).   Removal  of 
vegetative  cover  and  surface  disturbance  would  result  in  a  significant 
increase  in  wind  blown  particulate  matter  which  affects  the  air  quality  in 
communities  in  the  vicinity  of  the  development.   An  increase  in  off-site 
soil  movement  caused  by  water  is  also  anticipated  based  on  experiences  with 
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previous  agricultural  developments.   Associated  with  crop  production  is  the 
use  of  pesticides  and  fertilizers  which  would  add  pollutants  to  air  and 
water.  Also  associated  with  agricultural  development  are  trespass  problems 
(right-of-way)  and  fire  occurrence  both  of  which  would  contribute  to  air  and 
water  pollution. 

Livestock  use  contributes  to  increased  soil  erosion  from  both  grazing 
and  trampling.  Removal  of  vegetation  by  grazing  reduces  protective  ground 
cover  which  acts  to  stabilize  soil  against  the  erosive  action  of  both  wind 
and  water.   Soil  compaction  increases  as  livestock  trampling  occurs.   As  a 
result,  infiltration  is  reduced  and  runoff  increased,  which  in  turn, 
increases  soil  movement.   Livestock  use  is  projected  to  decrease  by  about  8 
percent  over  20  years,  with  stocking  rates  decreasing  from  10.3  ac/AUM  to 
10.6  ac/AUM  (Appendix  E,  Figures  E-l,  E-2).   This  reduced  use  would  not 
result  in  a  significant  change  in  erosion  levels. 

Major  long-term  erosion  from  timber  harvesting  activities  would  be 
caused  by  road  construction.   One  to  two  year  off -site  soil  movement  could 
be  expected  from  vegetation  removal  and  associated  soil  surface  distur- 
bances. Approximately  1,143  acres  would  be  available  for  timber  harvest. 

Mineral  exploration  and  development  would  be  allowed  on  nearly  1.5 
million  acres.   Even  though  little  activity  is  anticipated,  construction 
activities  associated  with  drilling  or  mining  operations  in  addition  to 
construction  of  access  roads  would  result  in  increased  soil  erosion  if  these 
activities  occurred. 

Off-road  vehicle  (ORV)  activities  would  continue  to  be  allowed  on  about 
1.5  million  acres.   Currently  ORV  use  is  light  causing  soil  surface 
disturbance  on  small  areas.  No  increases  in  use  are  anticipated  in  this 
alternative.  Localized  disturbance  has  occurred  on  steep  slopes  where  water 
tends  to  channel  in  tire  ruts  which  develop  into  gullies,  but  no  increase  in 
this  type  of  erosion  is  anticipated. 

Limited  fire  suppression  is  proposed  on  about  0.5  million  acres  in  the 
EIS  area.  Under  limited  suppression,  larger  areas  are  denuded  of  vegetation 
than  would  occur  if  full  suppression  were  pursued.  Removal  of  the  vegetative 
and  litter  portion  of  ground  cover  leaves  the  soil  exposed  to  the  erosive 
action  of  wind  and  water. 

Fencing  2.4  miles  of  riparian  habitat  (Dive  Creek)  would  improve 
vegetative  cover  and  reduce  soil  compaction  and  trampling  damage  to  stream 
banks.  Runoff  and  soil  movement  would  also  be  reduced.   See  aquatic  habitat 
section  for  additional  impact  discussion  on  water  quality. 

A  decrease  in  soil  erosion  associated  with  agricultural  irrigation  in 
MUA-8  is  anticipated  as  a  watershed  activity  plan  is  implemented  to  protect 
paleontologic  resources  in  the  Hagerman  Fossil  Beds. 
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Range  Resources 

Under  this  alternative,  no  adjustments  in  short-term  AUMs  are  proposed. 
Allotments  would  be  initially  stocked  at  the  current  5  year  average  use 
levels  and  would  be  adjusted  downward  as  the  proposed  land  transfers  occur. 
Transfer  of  89,575  acres  of  federal  range  would  result  in  losses  of 
approximately  15,139  AUMs  (Appendix  Table  F-l)  and  would  increase  permittee 
operating  costs. 

Discussions  with  potentially  affected  permittees  at  planning  scoping 
meetings  indicated  that  approximately  10%  of  area  permittees  would  be 
substantially  impacted  by  the  additional  agricultural  development.   They 
would  be  forced  to  remove  their  livestock  or  move  to  areas  with  available 
forage  that  are  further  from  their  base  ranches.   Permittee  travel  for 
livestock  management  and  supervision;  pasture  management;  and  range 
improvement  construction  and  maintenance  makes  up  a  substantial  portion  of 
operating  expenses.   A  40-100%  increase  in  operating  costs  is  expected  which 
would  cause  affected  permittees  to  be  replaced  by  larger  more  efficient 
operations  which  could  operate  successfully  at  the  higher  costs. 

Vegetative  conditions  are  not  expected  to  change  in  20  years.  Due  to 
the  low  precipitation  (7-10  inches/year),  heavy  sagebrush  overstory  and  low 
percentages  of  potential  or  "climax"  species  (less  than  15%),  no  substantial 
improvement  from  poor  condition  to  fair  or  better  condition  can  be  expected 
within  20  years  with  current  grazing  levels.   In  MUAs  3  through  14,  the 
harsh  climatic  conditions  increase  the  time  needed  to  change  from  one 
condition  class  to  another  even  if  livestock  is  removed  (Sanders  and  Voth 
1983;  Tisdale,  Hironaka,  and  Fosberg  1969).   Fair,  good,  and  excellent 
condition  areas  are  more  inaccessible  and  would  not  receive  additional  use 
because  of  long  distances  from  water  and  rough  or  steep  terrain. 

According  to  BLM  records,  increased  levels  of  agricultural  development 
would  increase  the  number  of  wild  fires  on  adjacent  public  lands  which  are 
expected  to  be  rehabilitated  as  in  past  years  and  provide  additional 
available  livestock  forage.   Rehabed  areas  from  wildfires  have  provided 
forage  above  those  provided  by  the  depleted  native  sagebrush  cheatgrass 
areas. 

Threatened,  Endangered  and  Sensitive  Plant  Species 

Threatened,  endangered  and  sensitive  plant  species  may  be  adversely 
affected  under  this  alternative  due  to  the  possible  increase  in  the  number 
of  fires.   Land  proposed  for  sale  which  contain  sensitive  plant  species 
would  be  retained  as  public  lands. 

Wild  Horses 

Short-term  impacts  to  wild  horses  would  be  negligible.   Long-term 
impacts  would  include  increased  forage  competition  from  livestock  displaced 
from  adjacent  land  transfers  and  increased  presence  of  humans.   Wild  horse 
populations  would  be  expected  to  remain  at  or  near  existing  levels  (50  head). 
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Livestock  grazing  at  present  levels  would  continue  to  prevent 
improvements  in  ecological  condition  of  mule  deer,  elk,  bighorn  sheep, 
pronghorn  and  sage  grouse  habitat.   Population  numbers  of  mule  deer  would 
remain  near  present  levels  over  the  long-term  in  Alternative  A  except  for 
MUA  2  (Table  4-1).   In  MUA  2  mule  deer  winter/spring  habitat  has  seriously 
deteriorated.   The  area  is  presently  overstocked  with  livestock.   Ninety-one 
percent  of  the  38,000  acre  crucial  winter  range  is  in  poor  condition.   The 
remainder  has  been  seeded  or  burned.   Under  this  alternative,  the  present 
population  of  3,350  mule  deer  would  eventually  decline.   A  sequence  of  bad 
weather  coupled  with  continued  overgrazing  would  result  in  a  population 
crash.   After  such  an  event  mule  deer  numbers  would  be  expected  to  be  about 
half  of  current  numbers.   The  small  elk  population  would  also  be  expected  to 
decline  if  the  existing  habitat  situation  is  allowed  to  continue. 

Table  4-1 
Current  Big  Game  Populations 
and  Reasonable  Number  Goals 


Animal  #'s 
1    Existing       Winter     Yearlong   1 

iMule  Deer       1   8,380   1   2,480    1 
lAntelope        1   1,160       660 
1  Bighorn  Sheep    1    —          25 
lElk            1     195   1     125 

1 Reasonable  #'s   1          1            I 

IMule  Deer       1   11,140      3,380 
lAntelope        1   3,160   1   1,370 
1  Bighorn  Sheep    I    —    |     364    1 
lElk            |     300   I     200 

Over  50%  of  the  crucial  mule  deer  winter  range  is  in  poor  ecological 
condition  (Figure  4-1).   No  improvement  is  seen  in  this  condition  class  over 
the  20  year  planning  period  in  Alternative  A.   Crucial  mule  deer  winter 
areas  in  MUAs  2,  10,  15  and  16  are  estimated  to  be  approaching  saturation 
point  for  migrating  wintering  deer.   Competition  for  forage  between  wildlife 
and  livestock  would  have  the  most  impact  within  crucial  deer  winter  range 
where  fall  or  winter  grazing  by  livestock  would  remove  food  needed  by  mule 
deer.   During  late  season  grazing,  livestock  shift  to  browse  species  as 
grasses  and  forbs  dry,  mature,  and  lose  their  nutritional  value.   This  can 
reduce  the  carrying  capacity  of  deer  winter  range  becoming  a  limiting  factor 
with  respect  to  herd  productivity. 
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Figure  4-1   Ecological  Condition  of  Mule  Deer  Crucial  Winter  Range 
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The  bighorn  sheep  population  would  be  expected  to  rapidly  increase  in 
the  Jarbidge-Bruneau  River  Complex.   The  inner  canyons  are  largely 
inaccessible  to  livestock  thus  allowing  bighorn  use  with  little  or  no 
competition.   Approximately  40%  of  the  existing  habitat  is  in  good  to 
excellent  ecological  condition  (see  Figure  4-2).   Habitat  in  poor,  fair  and 
burned  condition  is  found  on  the  adjacent  plateaus.   Although  these 
condition  classes  are  not  ideal  and  are  not  expected  to  change  much  in  20 
years,  abundant  forage  coupled  with  excellent  habitat  structure  should  allow 
the  population  to  achieve  the  20  year  reasonable  number  goal  as  seen  in 
Table  4-1. 
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FIGURE  4-2   ECOLOGICAL  CONDITION  OF  BIGHORN  SHEEP  HABITAT 
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Pronghorn  habitat  is  largely  in  unsatisfactory  condition  (Table  3-3  and 
3-5).   The  lower  ecological  condition  classes  and  monoculture  wheatgrass 
seedings  typify  the  habitat.   These  habitat  problems,  however,  are  not 
expected  to  hinder  pronghorn  population  growth.   The  large  burns  in  MUAs  10, 
11,  12,  13  and  15  provide  an  enormous  acreage  for  pronghorns  to  forage  on 
for  succulent  forbs  during  the  spring,  summer  and  fall  period.   Sagebrush  is 
abundant,  thus  meeting  winter  dietary  needs.   The  reasonable  number  goal  is 
expected  to  be  achieved  in  the  long-term  for  all  MUAs  except  16.   In  MUA  16 
habitat  structure  is  generally  too  tall  and  forage  openings  are  lacking. 
Pronghorn  crucial  winter  habitat  is  not  expected  to  change  in  condition  from 
existing  (Figure  4-3). 
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FIGURE  4-3   ECOLOGICAL  CONDITION  OF  PRONGHORN  CRUCIAL  WINTER  RANGE 
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Sage  grouse  nesting,  strutting  and  brooding  habitat  has  been  severely 
damaged  by  past  overuse,  frequent  fires  and  resultant  seedings.   Figure  4-4 
indicates  that  approximately  50  percent  of  the  existing  nesting  habitat  is 
in  poor  ecological  condition.   The  poor  condition  habitat,  burns,  and  large 
seedings  provide  unsatisfactory  habitat.   Livestock  grazing  would  not  allow 
sage  grouse  habitat  and  populations  to  improve.   A  rapid  removal  of  the 
limited  forbs  by  livestock  on  spring  and  summer  ranges  would  have  an  adverse 
impact  on  juvenile  sage  grouse.   Less  than  10%  of  the  nesting  complex  is  in 
satisfactory  condition  and  no  habitat  condition  improvement  is  predicted  in 
the  long-term  (Figure  4-4).   The  existing  544,665  acre  nesting  complex  is 
expected  to  decrease  in  size  due  to  loss  of  sagebrush  cover  by  wildfire. 


4-8 


Alternative  A 


The  management  guidance  common  to  all  alternatives,  sage  grouse  section, 
should  mitigate  losses  of  habitat  normally  associated  with  range  improvement 
projects  such  as  seedings  and  prescribed  burns.   Specifically  "Guidelines 
for  Habitat  Protection  in  Sage  Grouse  Range"  -  Western  States  Sage  Grouse 
Committee,  June  1974  will  be  followed. 


FIGURE  4-4   ECOLOGICAL  CONDITION  OF  SAGEGROUSE  NESTING  HABITAT 
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Management  facilities  and  projects  developed  for  the  grazing  program 
under  the  management  guidance  common  to  all  alternatives  should  mitigate  or 
prevent  most  adverse  impacts  to  terrestrial  wildlife. 

Agricultural  development  in  MUA  7  should  have  relatively  minor  impacts 
on  big  game.   The  habitat  proposed  for  farming  is  only  occasionally  used  by 
mule  deer  and  rarely  used  by  pronghorn.   Farming  would  preclude  future 
opportunities  to  reestablish  pronghorn  and  sage  grouse  in  those  areas. 
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Major  impacts  due  to  the  71,615  acres  of  agricultural  development  would 
fall  on  small  mammals,  birds,  and  reptiles  tied  to  the  existing  sagebrush 
habitat.   Complete  elimination  of  numerous  species  in  portions  of  the  RMP 
area  would  be  expected.   Agricultural  entry  would  eliminate  16,900  acres  of 
native  habitat  in  this  alternative.   This  is  25  percent  of  the  native 
habitat  remaining  within  an  8  mile  radius  of  the  Snake  River  from  Sparlin 
Island  upstream  to  Hagerman.   Agricultural  development  would  reduce  the 
total  biomass  of  prey  available  to  raptors.   New  agriculture  supports  less 
than  65%  of  the  prey  biomass  and  energy  that  is  supported  by  native  range 
(USDI,  1979). 

The  major  long-term  effect  of  agriculture  would  be  reduced  carrying 
capacity  of  the  habitat.   The  numbers  and  varieties  of  raptors  would  decline 
due  to  the  elimination  of  their  food  supply. 

The  USDI  Special  Research  Report  of  1979  found  that  the  proportion  of 
vacant  golden  eagle  territories  in  agricultural  areas  was  significantly 
higher  than  the  proportion  in  nonagricultural  areas. 

New  agricultural  development  would  probably  result  in  abandonment  of 
some  traditional  eagle  territories  and  might  result  in  the  failure  of  some 
pairs  to  breed  (USDI,  1979). 

In  addition,  new  farming  would  also  impact  wintering  golden  eagles  in 
MUAs  3,  6  and  7.   Jackrabbits ,  the  eagles  principle  prey  species,  would  not 
be  available  in  areas  where  the  big  sage  community  is  removed. 

Prairie  falcons  and  red-tailed  hawks  would  not  be  as  severely  impacted 
as  the  golden  eagle.   Prairie  falcons  generally  have  home  ranges  running  in 
a  northeasterly  direction  and  thus  due  to  nest  locations  hunt  outside  the 
RMP  area.   The  townsend  ground  squirrel,  the  falcons  principle  prey  species 
is  only  in  limited  abundance  in  the  RMP  area. 

Because  of  the  red-tailed  hawks  diverse  diet,  it  would  be  least  affected 
by  agricultural  development.   Red-tailed  hawks  have  exhibited  an  ability  to 
switch  to  other  prey  species  (Luttich  et  al.  1970). 

Increased  agricultural  development  could  disturb  ground-nesting  raptors 
such  as  Swainson's  hawks,  burrowing  owls,  ferruginous  hawks  and  marsh 
hawks.  Road  building,  vehicular  travel,  and  the  use  of  farm  machinery  all 
have  the  potential  to  disturb  nesting  raptors.   In  addition,  increased  human 
activity  with  improved  access  would  increase  chances  for  human  disturbance. 

Sensitive  species  would  also  be  impacted  by  the  agricultural 
development.  A  nesting  area  containing  20  to  25  pairs  of  long-billed 
curlews  would  be  lost.   It  is  unknown  at  this  time  whether  or  not  the 
western  ground  snake  is  an  inhabitant  of  the  proposed  farming  area. 

Of  the  acres  for  sale  or  exchange,  losses  are  expected  to  be  minimal  for 
terrestrial  wildlife.   On  site  inventories  of  each  proposed  land  action 
should  identify  parcels  which  should  be  retained. 
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There  would  be  27,100  acres  of  new  pheasant  habitat  created  adjacent  to 
the  proposed  farm  land.   Selected  tracts  within  proposed  farming  areas  would 
be  retained  to  enhance  pheasant  and  other  farm  associated  wildlife. 

Utility  lines  are  expected  to  minimally  impact  wildlife  if  they  are 
built  outside  major  bird  movement  corridors.   Collisions  of  migrating  birds 
with  towers  or  wires  is  an  impact  that  cannot  be  effectively  mitigated. 
Habitat  disturbance  associated  with  development  of  such  corridors  is 
mitigated  by  the  management  guidance  common  to  all  alternatives. 

Under  Alternative  A  terrestrial  wildlife  would  be  minimally  impacted  by 
mineral  exploration.   Significant  wildlife  habitat  is  protected  in  the 
management  guidelines  common  to  all  alternatives.   Site  disturbance 
associated  with  mineral  development  could  adversely  affect  wildlife 
populations  and  habitat  depending  on  the  location.   Large  scale  mining 
development  is  thought  to  be  unlikely  in  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area. 

Maintenance  of  wild  horse  herds  would  result  in  little  impact  to 
terrestrial  wildlife.   Competition  with  big  game  species  for  forage  is 
estimated  to  be  nonexistent  in  MUA  7. 

The  impacts  of  harvesting  a  total  of  1,143  acres  of  timber  from  MUAs  1 
and  2  would  vary  depending  on  the  harvest  method,  season,  duration  of 
activity,  and  location  of  the  cutting  unit.   Potential  adverse  impacts 
include:   reduced  fall  hiding  cover  for  big  game,  reduced  big  game  use  of 
clearcut  areas,  loss  of  habitat  types  for  wildlife  species  that  require 
specific  types  (i.e.  fir  needles  for  wintering  blue  grouse),  and  disturbance 
of  wildlife  during  seasonally  important  time  periods  (i.e.  calving,  fawning, 
and  winter  habitat).   Impacts  are  lessened  by  management  guidelines  common 
to  all  alternatives.   Some  of  the  more  important  are  limiting  clearcuts  to 
40  acres,  no  occupancy  time  periods,  and  maintenance  of  buffer  zones  along 
riparian  areas.   Such  guidance  should  prevent  significant  adverse  impacts  to 
mule  deer  and  elk  populations.   Harvest  of  timber  should  result  in  an 
increase  of  shrubs  beneficial  as  forage  for  big  game. 

Actual  impacts  expected  to  the  blue  grouse  population  is  unknown.   No 
inventory  information  is  available  on  the  size  or  habits  of  the  existing 
population.   Harvest  would  eliminate  nongame  wildlife  associated  with  forest 
habitat. 

Fire  management  within  the  resource  area  includes  full  suppression, 
limited  suppression,  and  prescribed  burning.   Of  the  1.6  million  acres  of 
public  land  in  the  resource  area,  1,061,615  acres  is  native  range.   The 
limited  suppression  area  contains  336,858  acres  of  native  range.   The 
limited  suppression  area  encompasses  a  large  portion  of  the  sage  grouse 
nesting  habitat.   Loss  of  nesting  habitat  by  fire  could  amount  to  51,180 
acres  over  20  years.   If  this  occurred,  10%  of  the  known  nesting  area  south 
of  the  Snake  River  would  be  lost.   The  possibility  also  exists  for  the  loss 
of  unidentified  sage  grouse  wintering  areas  in  this  alternative.   No 
wintering  areas  have  yet  been  found  in  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area.   Sage 
grouse  numbers  in  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area  are  unknown. 
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Loss  of  sagebrush  by  fire  would  also  result  in  a  decrease  of  protective 
thermal  cover  and  forage  for  mule  deer  and  sage  grouse.   Populations  of 
nongame  birds  and  mammals  would  be  eliminated. 

New  fire  caused  openings  in  the  sagebrush  canopy  would  provide  a  lower 
more  desirable  structure  for  pronghorn  use.   Plant  competition  would  also  be 
reduced  allowing  production  of  additional  succulent  forbs  for  the  pronghorn 
diet.   Such  additional  open  habitat  in  the  limited  and  full  suppression 
areas  coupled  with  a  more  abundant  plant  understory  would  allow  the  antelope 
population  to  continue  to  grow.   Pronghorn  population  south  of  the  Snake 
River  and  east  of  the  Jarbidge  River  would  achieve  the  reasonable  goals 
found  in  Table  4-1. 

Wildlife  occupancy  stipulations  would  mitigate  many  possible  impacts  and 
provide  positive  benefits  in  many  cases.   Protection  of  important  species 
life  cycles  and  habitat  would  result.   The  list  of  species  protected  can  be 
seen  in  Table  2,  page  92. 

The  ORV  limitations  would  protect  big  game,  upland  and  nongame  from 
harassment.   No  population  increase  would  be  associated  with  such 
limitations. 

In  summary,  Alternative  A  would  maintain  mule  deer  and  elk  numbers  at 
present  levels  except  in  MUA  2.   Pronghorn  and  bighorn  sheep  populations 
would  increase  to  meet  projected  goals  over  most  of  the  available  habitat. 
A  total  of  2,374  AUMs  of  forage  is  needed  to  support  the  existing  big  game 
population.   Forage  needed  to  meet  projected  2005  big  game  population 
estimates  is  2,769  AUMs. 


Riparian  Habitat 

General 

Livestock  stocking  rates  and  seasons  of  use  have  major  influences  on 
riparian  habitat  condition  and  trend  (Bowers  et  al.  1979,  American  Fisheries 
Society  Best  Mgt.  Practices  1982).   Pasture  rotation  systems  do  not  provide 
riparian  benefits  if  the  phenologic  needs  of  the  woody-riparian  species  are 
not  recognized  when  developing  management  plans  (Platts  1977). 

Adherence  to  Standard  Operating  Procedures  (plan  portion,  page  94)  which 
includes  reduced  stocking  rates,  deferred  use,  and/or  exclusion  of  livestock 
from  riparian  systems  would  help  in  protecting  existing  habitat.  Riparian 
areas  should  be  managed  to  meet  the  needs  of  riparian  dependent  resources 
such  as  woody  vegetation,  fish,  and  wildlife.   Without  livestock  herding 
practices,  however,  fencing  has  been  shown  to  be  the  most  effective  means 
available  to  allow  riparian  areas  to  regain  an  upward  trend  in  condition. 
Fencing  of  streams  containing  poor  and  low  fair  condition  riparian  habitat 
due  to  past  livestock  use  would  improve  condition  classes.   These  changes  in 
condition  for  each  alternative  for  the  total  370  miles  of  riparian  habitat 
are  graphically  displayed  in  Figure  4-5.  Areas  not  fenced  would  remain  in 
current  condition  classes. 
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FIGURE  4-5 


RIPARIAN  HABITAT  CONDITION  UNDER  PROPOSED 
LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  PROGRAMS  BY  ALTERNATIVE 
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Of  the  370  total  miles  of  riparian  habitat  118  miles  have  the  potential 
to  improve  through  management  actions  identified  in  this  resource  management 
plan.   The  remaining  252  stream  miles  do  not  have  the  potential  to  improve 
because  the  riparian  sites  do  not  have  the  ability  to  support  riparian 
vegetation  in  densities  greater  than  is  currently  present.   The  improvement 
of  the  118  miles  that  have  the  potential  to  improve  is  shown  on  Figure  4-5a. 


Figure  4-5a 
Riparian   Habitat   Condition* 
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*20-year  condition  of  the  118  stream  miles  that  have 
improvement  potential. 
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Uncontrolled  timber  harvest  can  have  a  severe  long-term  impact  to 
riparian  areas.   Falling,  heavy  equipment  operation,  and  road  construction 
adjacent  to  drainages  creates  erosion  and  initiates  sediment  movement  down 
drainages  and  stream  courses.   Loss  of  streamside  vegetation  due  to  harvest 
activity  would  also  bring  about  changes  in  water  temperature.   Higher  summer 
and  lower  winter  temperatures  occur  with  accompanying  adverse  impacts  to  the 
fish  resource  (Chapman  1962,  Gibbons/Saco  1973,  Moring  1975,  Chamberlin 
1982). 

Restriction  of  falling  activity,  and  heavy  equipment  operation  to  areas 
outside  a  riparian  buffer  zone  would  minimize  adverse  impacts. 

Alternative  A  Specifics 

Under  Alternative  A,  changes  in  riparian  habitat  condition  from  the 
existing  condition  are  minimal  (Table  4-2).   The  proposed  Dive  Creek 
livestock  exclosure  would  improve  2  miles  of  riparian  from  poor  to  good 
condition  over  20  years.   There  has  been  little  improvement  in  riparian 
habitat  in  the  eight  allotments  currently  covered  by  allotment  management 
plans  (AMP's)  and  little  additional  improvement  is  expected  in  20  years. 

Maintenance  of  normal  instream  flows  to  support  existing  riparian 
habitat  would  maintain  current  conditions  on  all  perennial  and  ephemeral 
streams  (see  SOP's  plan  portion,  page  94). 

Adverse  impacts  to  riparian/aquatic  habitat  from  timber  harvest  in  the 
Bennett  Mountain  and  Anderson  Ranch  units  would  be  minimized  by  utilizing 
100  ft.  minimum  buffer  zones  on  all  drainages  and  adhering  to  standard 
operating  procedures  for  timber  harvest. 

Short  term  adverse  impacts  to  the  riparian  zone  generally  result  from 
fire  occurrence.   However,  recovery  is  inhibited  and  the  adverse  impacts 
become  long  term  if  livestock  suppresses  recovery  of  the  streamside 
vegetation.   This  situation  is  currently  present  in  portions  of  the  East 
Fork  of  the  Bruneau  River  and  its  tributaries.   In  spite  of  the  SOP  priority 
to  prevent  fire  from  burning  riparian  zones,  the  limited  suppression 
designation  of  a  large  block  of  the  RMP  area  provides  little  assurance  that 
fire  will  be  prevented.   It  is  likely  that  new  riparian  areas  will  be 
damaged  and  previously  damaged  areas  will  re burn.   Movement  of  silt  into  the 
Bruneau  River,  Salmon  Falls  Creek,  and  eventually  the  Snake  River  is 
expected. 

Additional  concerns  are  that  with  recommended  fencing  proposals  on  the 
East  Fork  Bruneau  River,  any  future  benefits  realized  in  vegetative  regrowth 
may  be  lost  in  a  high  occurrence  fire  area.   Full  suppression  designation 
provides  the  greatest  assurance  to  protecting  riparian  zones  from  the  damage 
caused  by  fire. 
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Table  4-2 
20-Year  Projected  Riparian  Habitat  Condition  (Alt.  A) 


1  Miles  with  1 
I                I   Total   1       I  Improvement  1 
1  Habitat  Condition  1   Miles      %    1  Potential    %   1 

I  Poor           1    98       27   I     56    1   47 
I  Fair           1   130   1   35   1     39    1   33  1 
I  Good           1   130   I   35   1     23    1   20  1 
1  Excell./Unsuit.  1    12    1     3   1      0    1    0 

I      TOTAL      I    370    1   100   1    118    1  100  1 

Aquatic  Habitat 


Aquatic  habitat /water  quality  management  objectives  for  this  alternative 
are  to  maintain  present  habitat  condition.   To  accomplish  this,  standard 
operating  procedures  (plan  portion,  page  94)  were  established  to  minimize 
degradation  of  aquatic  habitat /water  quality. 

Standard  operating  procedures  cover  a  wide  range  of  potential  man-caused 
impacts.   However,  long  term  impacts  to  aquatic  habitat /water  quality  from 
livestock  grazing  would  continue  on  17  percent  of  all  perennial  waters. 
Behnke  and  Zarn  (1976)  describe  these  impacts  as  the  destruction  of  the 
vegetative  cover  and  caving  in  of  overhanging  banks  eliminating  important 
trout  cover.   Loss  of  streambank  vegetation  leads  to  increased  water 
temperature,  erosion,  sedimentation,  elimination  of  spawning  sites  and  the 
reduction  of  instream  food  supplies,  all  of  which  drastically  degrade  trout 
habitat. 

Approximately  32%  of  the  poor  and  fair  aquatic  habitat  in  the  area  is  a 
direct  result  of  livestock  use.   Most  aquatic  habitat  identified  as  good  and 
excellent  (0.9  mi)  is  a  result  of  natural  blockages  to  livestock  such  as 
inaccessible  canyons,  talus  or  other  topographical  features.  These  habitats, 
with  few  exceptions,  are  as  good  as  they  can  get  and  could  be  adversely 
impacted  only  by  increased  upstream  disturbances  or  by  introducing  livestock. 

Aquatic  habitat  of  Dive  Creek  in  the  Upper  Bennett  unit  is  in  poor 
condition,  far  below  its  potential.   A  2.4  mile  reach  was  fenced  during  the 
summer  of  1984  to  exclude  livestock  grazing  in  the  riparian  area.   Aquatic 
habitat  is  expected  to  improve  to  excellent  condition  after  10  years  and 
trout  numbers  are  expected  to  increase  somewhere  in  the  range  of  300-500%  as 
demonstrated  by  Duff  (1978)  on  Big  Creek  in  Utah. 

Long-term  impacts  adverse  to  stream  fisheries  would  result  from  the 
development  of  small  hydroelectric  facilities  that  may  occur  within  riparian 
areas.   Interest  in  the  construction  of  these  facilities  would  continue  to 
increase.  Mitigative  stipulations  imposed  by  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  and 
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supported  by  BLM  are  required  for  each  project  (page  94).   Unavoidable 
impacts  such  as,  increased  sedimentation,  loss  of  water  in  the  stream 
course,  destruction  of  riparian  vegetation,  and  increased  water  temperatures 
result  from  such  developments.   Cumulative  impacts  are  currently  being 
studied  and  are  thought  to  have  a  much  greater  impact  than  single  projects. 
All  future  projects  will  be  evaluated  at  length  to  assess  impacts  to  aquatic 
habitat.   Salmon  Falls  Creek  currently  has  three  proposed  projects  and 
impacts  will  be  evaluated  by  an  interdisciplinary  team  as  to  cumulative 
impacts.  Wild  and  Scenic  River  designation  for  the  Jarbidge  and  Bruneau 
Rivers  would  prohibit  construction  of  small  hydro-electric  facilities. 

Fire  has  a  long-term  adverse  impact  on  aquatic  habitat/water  quality. 
Fire  within  a  riparian  area  can  reduce  excellent  habitat  to  poor  condition. 
Woody  vegetation  is  damaged  or  killed  resulting  in  the  loss  of  root  systems 
that  hold  the  soils  together.   This  loss  of  vegetation  promotes  mass  wasting 
of  streambanks  and  results  in  similar  impacts  described  above  by  Behnke  and 
Zarn  (1976)  for  livestock. 

Range  fires  can  have  a  short-term  adverse  impact  on  aquatic  habitat  even 
if  they  are  prevented  from  reaching  the  stream  bottoms.   Loss  of  upland 
vegetative  cover  would  expose  soils  to  erosive  climatic  conditions  and 
sedimentation  of  streams.   This  process  impacts  aquatic  habitat  in  the  same 
manner  livestock  caused  sediments  do.  With  riparian  vegetation  protected, 
aquatic  habitat  recovery  would  occur  at  a  faster  rate. 

Standard  operating  procedures  require  a  full  suppression  buffer  zone  for 
maximum  protection  of  riparian  areas.   Rangeland  wildfires  could  occur 
within  the  limited  fire  suppression  areas  of  this  alternative.   Efforts  will 
be  made  to  keep  them  from  entering  the  riparian  areas,  however  if  they  do 
enter  riparian  areas,  aquatic  habitat  will  be  severely  impacted  in  the 
long-term  as  described  above. 

A  summary  of  long-term  condition  change  for  the  total  312  miles  of 
aquatic  habitat  is  shown  in  Figure  4-6.   Anticipated  changes  by  MUA  is  shown 
in  Appendix  Table  H-3. 
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FIGURE  4-6   AQUATIC  HABITAT  CONDITION  BY  ALTERNATIVE 
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Of  the  total  312  miles  of  aquatic  habitat  inventoried,  130  miles  have 
the  potential  to  improve  due  to  management  actions  identified  in  this  RMP. 
Factors  that  are  not  changed  or  modified  by  actions  proposed  in  this  RMP 
influence  the  condition  of  the  remaining  182  miles.   These  factors  are 
generally  associated  with  upstream  management  activities  on  private  or 
public  lands  beyond  our  control  and  can  include  livestock  access,  irrigation 
diversion  and  associated  degredation  of  return  water  quality,  agricultural 
practices,  and  storage  reservoirs.   The  habitat  improvement  on  the  130  miles 
that  have  the  potential  to  improve  is  shown  on  Figure  4-6a. 


4-17 


Environmental  Consequences 


1  CO 


30  ••■■ 


eo  - 


ir/J 

S 

a; 

u 

to 

3D 


10 


Figure  4-6a 
Aquatic  Habitat  Condition* 


EL 


n. 


0 


PFGE      PFGE      PFGE      PFGE      PFGE      PFGE      P 
Current        Alt.  Alt.  Alt.  Alt.  Alt. 


'1 


D 


Cond.  A  B  C 

P  -  Poor;  F  -  Fair;  G  -  Good;  E  -  Excellent 

*20-year  condition  of  the  130  stream  miles  that  have 
improvement  potential. 


r  r  "7 
F  G  E 
Alt. 

Dl 


Snake  River 

Under  this  alternative  approximately  85,000  acres  of  agricultural 
development  could  occur,  of  which  approximately  sixty-four  percent  would  be 
irrigated  by  high  lift  pumping  of  Snake  River  water  within  or  adjacent  to 
the  resource  area.   Other  possible  irrigation  plans  such  as  the  Bruneau 
Plateau  Water  Development  Project  would  utilize  Snake  River  water  from 
winter  surplus  above  Milner  Dam  (USDI  1979).   It  is  assumed  that  27%  of  the 
above  acres  would  be  irrigated  by  this  project  and  it's  impacts  on  aquatic 
life  of  the  Snake  River  in  the  Salmon  Falls  Creek  to  C.J.  Strike  reach 
negligible. 

The  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  has  recommended  a  minimum  instream 
flow  in  the  Snake  River  of  4,520  cfs  from  Salmon  Falls  Creek  to  King  Hill 
and  4,344  cfs  from  King  Hill  to  C.J.  Strike  Dam.   These  flows  are  proposed 
for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  trout,  bass,  and  white  sturgeon  habitat 
(Cochnauer  and  Mabbott  1981).   Table  4-3  shows  that  at  no  time  would 
irrigation  diversions  from  agricultural  development  alone  reduce  Snake  River 
flows  below  the  recommended  minimum.   These  diversions,  however,  combined 
with  other  consumptive  uses,  particularly  in  low  flow  years,  may  have 
cumulative  impacts  that  could  result  in  slight  reductions  in  sturgeon 
populations.   Habitats  of  the  Bliss  Rapids  snail  and  Snake  River  Physa  snail 
may  be  reduced  or  threatened  during  low  flow  years  as  boulders  in  riffles 
are  exposed  to  drying.   Little  or  no  impact  to  the  Shoshone  sculpin  would 
result  from  flow  reductions  since  its  prime  habitat  is  springs  or  spring 
creeks  primarily  on  the  north  side  of  the  Snake  River  (Wallace  et  al.  1982). 
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Table  4-3 
Snake  River  Irrigation  Diversion  and  Flow  Data 


Irrigation 

Irrigation 

Total  Diversion 

Diversion  from 

Diversion  from 

from  Snake 

Snake  River 

Snake  River 

River  down  to 

Base  Flow  (cfs) 

above  King  Hill 

below  King  Hill 

Loveridge 

Alter- 

King Hill 

cfs/%  of 

cfs/%  of 

cfs/%  of 

native 

Gauge* 

Base  Flow 

Base  Flow 

Base  Flow 

A 

6,590  cfs 

150  cfs/2% 

450  cfs/7% 

600  cfs/9% 

1   B 

6,590  cfs 

350  cfs/5% 

700  cfs/11% 

1,050  cfs/16% 

I  c 

6,590  c;fs 

150  cfs/2% 

500  cfs/8% 

650  cfs/10% 

1   D 

6,590  cfs 

0 

0 

0 

*  From  USGS  Water  Resources  Data  -  Idaho  1982,  Low  Flow  Day  August  1981. 

Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  King  Hill  to  C.J.  Strike  Dam  Minimum 
Instream  Flow  Recommendation  4,344  cfs.   King  Hill  to  Salmon  Falls  Creek 
Minimum  Instream  Flow  Recommendation  4,520  cfs  (Cochnauer  and  Mabbott 
1981). 

Consumptive  uses  of  Snake  River  water  during  the  irrigations  season  does 
not  appear  to  have  an  impact  on  the  April-June  Water  Budget  described  in  the 
Columbia  River  Basin  Fish  and  Wildlife  Program  (Jim  Ruff  personal 
communication) . 

Further  impacts  to  aquatic  life  would  result  from  increased  bedload  and 
suspended  sediments  that  would  enter  the  Snake  River  from  wind  erosion  and 
agricultural  run-off.   Agricultural  chemicals  associated  with  eroded 
sediments  would  possibly  show  up  in  increased  concentrations.   Settling 
ponds  could  significantly  reduce  sediments  entering  the  Snake  River,  but  are 
not  required  since  State  policy  is  to  encourage  voluntary  pollution  control 
by  education  to  the  availability  of  and  incentives  for  agricultural  best 
management  practices  (IDHW  1983). 

Increased  sediments  might  impact  Bliss  Rapids  and  Snake  River  Physa 
snails  by  covering  habitat  and  food  sources,  but  not  enough  is  known  to 
accurately  predict  degree  of  impact.   Unless  large  amounts  of  sediments 
directly  entered  springs  or  creeks,  the  Shoshone  sculpin  would  not  be 
impacted. 

Mortality  rates  of  fish  eggs  and  larvae  entrained  in  pump  intake 
structures  at  conventional  power  plants  are  normally  40  to  100  percent  with 
most  plants  resulting  in  the  mortality  of  all  eggs  and  larvae  entrained 
(Marcy  1975).   Most  of  the  sources  of  mortality  from  entrainment  could 
equally  affect  fishes  entrained  in  the  high-lift  pumps  that  would  be  used  in 
the  proposed  action  in  the  Snake  River.  In  addition,  fishes  that  survive 
pumping  but  are  stressed  may  subsequently  become  more  vulnerable  to 
predators. 
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Fish  mortality  at  intake  structures  is  typically  most  severe  when  water 
temperatures  are  below  about  10  C  when  fish  are  sluggish.   Since  water 
withdrawals  from  the  proposed  project  would  commence  in  mid-April  when 
temperatures  would  be  about  15  C,  temperature  effect  would  not  be 
significant. 

Those  fish  species  whose  juveniles  tend  to  school  and/or  inhabit 
shorelines  near  where  pumping  stations  would  presumably  be  located  would  be 
most  vulnerable  to  pumping  mortality.   Channel  catfish,  black  crappie,  and 
bluegill  (in  that  order)  would  be  the  species  most  vulnerable  as  reported 
elsewhere  in  the  country  (Mathur  et  al.  1977,  Freeman  and  Sharma  1977). 
Impacts  are  likely  to  be  slight  to  moderate  for  those  species.   Other 
gamefish  species,  with  the  possible  exception  of  white  sturgeon,  would  not 
be  impacted  by  entrainment  or  impingement.   Too  little  is  presently  known  of 
the  distribution  and  behavior  of  juvenile  sturgeon  to  predict  how  they  may 
be  affected. 

Water  Quality 

Under  this  alternative,  the  water  quality  of  perennial  streams  other 
than  the  Snake  River  would  not  change  over  the  next  20  years.   Proposed 
agricultural  development  under  this  alternative  could  slightly  degrade  the 
water  quality  of  the  Snake  River.   Present  agricultural  practices  in  the  ara 
show  a  saturation  of  the  cropland  and  intermittent  surface  runoff  into  the 
Snake  River.   This  is  anticipated  to  also  occur  on  new  agricultural 
development.   Sediments,  nutrients  and  pesticide  levels  would  increase 
slightly. 


Fire  Management 

It  is  anticipated  that  agricultural  development  would  increase  fire 
numbers  and  suppression  costs  in  areas  adjacent  to  farming  projects.   Fire 
numbers  would  increase  because  burning  would  occur  on  new  agricultural  land 
to  remove  sagebrush,  clean  ditchbanks,  and  to  remove  crop  aftermath.   A 
portion  of  these  fires  escape  onto  public  lands  thereby  requiring 
suppression  action  to  be  taken.   This  would  increase  total  suppression  costs 
from  approximately  $100,000  per  year  to  approximately  $115,000  to  $120,000 
per  year  in  the  full  suppression  area. 

In  the  limited  suppression  area,  an  unknown  decrease  in  fire  costs  is 
expected  and  the  acreage  burned  is  expected  to  increase  5-10%  because 
aggressive  action  to  control  fires  within  the  first  burning  period  would  not 
be  taken  on  all  fires.   Full  suppression  action  would  be  taken  on  crucial 
wildlife  habitat  areas  that  occur  within  the  limited  suppression  boundaries. 

In  the  full  suppression  area,  there  would  be  a  gradual  reduction  in  the 
annual  acreage  of  wildfire  burned.   This  would  occur  because  of  the 
rehabilitation  efforts  which  include  reseeding  of  fire  resistant  species  in 
patterns  which  would  retard  or  reduce  large  fires  (see  Resource  Management 
Guidelines  for  Fire). 
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Recreation 


Based  on  Pacific  Northwest  River  Basin  Commission  data  the  demand  for 
recreation  opportunities  is  expected  to  increase  67-77%  in  the  Jarbidge 
Resource  Area  by  the  year  2000.   This  would  result  in  demand  increasing  from 
the  current  2,050,000  activity  occasions  to  approximately  3,500,000  activity 
occasions.   These  increases  are  expected  to  occur  primarily  due  to  increased 
population  and  leisure  time  and  should  occur  regardless  of  the  alternative 
chosen  in  the  RMP  process.   The  location  and  relative  mix  of  recreation 
activities  would  vary  somewhat  between  alternatives  but  overall  demand 
throughout  the  JRA  would  be  unaffected  by  any  of  the  four  alternatives. 

Lands  available  for  dispersed  recreation  could  be  reduced  by  the  89,575 
acres  of  public  land  identified  for  possible  transfer.   Current  off-road 
vehicle  use  on  these  areas  would  be  shifted  to  adjacent  areas. 

The  only  area  where  significant  impacts  are  anticipated  from  this 
shifted  use  is  the  Hagerman  Fossil  Beds  National  Natural  Landmark.   Hagerman 
is  currently  experiencing  adverse  impacts  partially  attributable  to 
uncontrolled  ORV  use.   An  increase  in  use  of  Hagerman  due  to  displacement  of 
use  from  other  areas  would  aggravate  an  already  unacceptable  problem. 

There  are  116,842  acres  proposed  as  closed  to  ORV  use,  82,560  acres  with 
limitations  and  the  balance  of  the  area  remains  open  to  ORV  use.   Impacts  to 
ORV  recreation  values  of  these  restrictions  would  be  minimal  to  nonexistent 
because  the  closed  lands  are,  for  the  most  part  unused  and/or  unsuitable  for 
ORV  use. 

Opportunities  for  primitive,  nonmotorized  recreation  in  primitive 
settings  would  be  affected  by  this  alternative.   A  total  of  57,000  acres  has 
been  recommended  to  Congress  to  be  designated  as  the  Bruneau/Jarbidge  Wild 
and  Scenic  River  (30,384  JRA,  26,616  BRA).   Without  wilderness  designation 
the  remaining  151,511  acres  outside  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  area  and  the 
29,309  acres  of  King  Hill  Creek  WSA  (23,815  JRA,  5,494  Shoshone)  would  be 
subject  to  gradual  degradation  by  range  developments,  utility  corridors  and 
hydro  projects  and  their  associated  roads. 

SRMA  designations  are  administrative  and  signify  that  special  attention 
is  being  given  to  recreation  management  in  the  affected  areas.   In  this 
alternative  two  areas  receiving  heavy  recreation  use  would  not  be  designated 
SRMAs.   The  4,320  acre  Jarbidge  Forks  area  would  not  be  affectively  managed 
without  such  a  designation.   The  proposed  56,680  acre  Bennett  Hills  Winter 
SRMA  would  be  unfunded  for  further  study. 
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Visual  Resources 

The  visual  quality  of  the  area  could  be  impacted  by  changes  in  land 
ownership.   The  89,575  acres  transferred  from  federal  ownership  by  sale, 
exchange  or  the  agricultural  development  proposals  would  no  longer  be  under 
BLM  control  so  visual  quality  would  depend  upon  the  management  implemented 
by  the  new  owner.   Agricultural  development  would  transform  the  areas' 
scenic  views  from  one  of  sagebrush/grass  dominance  to  one  dominated  by 
cropland  and  farming.   The  visual  quality  on  transferred  land  that  is 
maintained  primarily  for  grazing  purposes  would  not  change  significantly 
from  present  conditions. 

Potential  utility  development  in  the  area  north  of  the  Snake  River  would 
not  significantly  reduce  scenic  quality.   This  area  is  currently  crossed  by 
numerous  above  and  below  ground  utilities,  therefore,  additional  development 
would  not  significantly  lower  the  scenic  quality  of  the  area.   Potential 
utility  development  south  of  the  Bruneau/Jarbidge  Wild  and  Scenic  River 
Proposal  would  reduce  scenic  quality  adjacent  to  any  development. 


Cultural  Resources 

Cultural  resource  sites  in  critical  need  of  special  management  (Devil 
Creek,  Pot  Hole  Creek,  Dove  Springs,  Juniper  Ranch,  Clover  Creek,  Dry  Lakes/ 
Bruneau  River,  Arch  Canyon,  Post  Office  and  Oregon  Trail  cultural  resource 
site  complexes)  will  continue  to  be  protected  by  BLM  standard  operating 
procedures,  however,  the  effects  of  vandalism,  livestock  trampling,  erosion 
and  other  agents  of  deterioration  would  continue,  causing  many  of  these 
sites  to  lose  the  scientific  value  they  now  hold.   Monitoring  of  the  Dry 
Lakes/Bruneau  River,  Arch  Canyon,  Post  Office,  Clover  Creek,  and  Devil  Creek 
cultural  resource  complexes  on  an  annual  basis,  and  the  lack  of  regular 
monitoring  of  the  Pot  Hole,  Dove  Springs  and  the  Oregon  Trail  cultural 
resource  complexes,  does  not  provide  the  information  necessary  to  determine 
the  rate  of  deterioration  of  these  sites,  or  to  react  to  emergency 
stabilization  or  other  protective  needs. 


Paleontologic  Resources 

The  full  impacts  to  the  paleontologic  resources  of  the  Jarbidge  Resource 
Area  are  unknown  as  an  inventory  has  not  yet  been  completed.   It  is  expected 
that  10  known  paleontologic  sites  would  leave  federal  ownership  with  a  high 
possibility  for  other  sites,  not  presently  known,  to  be  lost  or  damaged  by 
land  transfer  or  the  associated  erosion  problems. 
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Once  the  inventory  is  completed  and  site  clearances  become  standard 
practice,  the  required  protection  of  the  resource  would  reach  a  level 
sufficient  to  keep  the  impacts  minimal. 

Failure  to  manage  Sand  Point  would  probably  lead  to  erosion  problems 
similar  to  those  at  Hagerman  and  the  resulting  damage  would  cause 
irreversible  loss  of  paleontologic  values. 


Wilderness 


Under  this  alternative,  none  of  the  208,833  acres  of  WSA  lands  would 
have  wilderness  characteristics  protected  with  a  congressional  wilderness 
designation.   However,  the  canyons  of  the  Bruneau,  Jarbidge  and  West  Fork 
Bruneau  Rivers  and  Sheep  Creek  could  be  protected  by  a  congressional  wild 
river  designation.   It  is  expected  that  126,932  acres  of  the  WSAs  would  have 
wilderness  characteristics  maintained,  while  81,901  acres  could  have 
characteristics  reduced  or  lost. 

Bruneau  River-Sheep  Creek  WSA 

There  are  17,929  acres  of  canyons  along  the  Bruneau  River  and  Sheep 
Creek  Canyon  system  and  16,536  acres  of  plateaus  where  characteristics  would 
remain  unchanged.   The  establishment  of  a  carrying  capacity  for  Whitewater 
boating  and  other  primitive  recreation  opportunities  would  prevent  impacts 
to  wilderness  characteristics  resulting  from  increased  recreation  use. 

There  are  69,941  acres  of  plateau  which  are  expected  to  lose  naturalness 
and  outstanding  opportunities  for  primitive  recreation.   A  loss  of  these 
characteristics  is  expected  to  come  primarily  from  more  intensive  rangeland 
management  practices  including  vegetation  treatments.   As  much  as  2,500 
acres  of  plateau  lands  in  the  Bruneau  Resource  Area  could  have  native 
vegetation  converted  to  seeding  of  nonnative  species.   No  seedings  would 
occur  in  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area.   The  seedings  would  be  done  using  a 
rangeland  drill.   This  machinery  produces  an  unnatural  cultivated  appearing 
vegetative  cover  by  planting  grass  seed  in  rows  or  a  linear  pattern.   The 
treated  areas  would  be  intermixed  with  native  plant  communities  throughout 
the  WSA's  plateau.   It  would  be  difficult  to  travel  across  the  plateau 
without  encountering  seeded  areas.   Consequently,  the  apparent  naturalness 
would  be  reduced  on  large  portions  of  the  Bruneau  Resource  Area  plateau  as 
well  as  the  outstanding  primitive  recreation  opportunities  dependent  upon  a 
high  degree  of  naturalness. 

Increased  semi-primitive  recreation  use  of  the  ways  (two-wheel  tracks) 
leading  to  a  number  of  rimrock  overlook  areas,  particularly  in  the  northern 
neck  of  the  WSA,  could  also  somewhat  diminish  naturalness  and  subsequently 
opportunities  for  primitive  recreation  by  increasing  the  visual  impact  of 
the  existing  tracks  and  encouraging  the  establishment  of  new  tracks.   On  the 
remainder  of  the  WSA  plateau  lands,  increased  recreation  use  would  be  so 
widely  dispersed  it  should  not  significantly  affect  naturalness  and 
primitive  recreation  opportunities. 
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Neither  the  amount  of  vegetation  treatment  nor  the  anticipated  amount  of 
additional  recreational  vehicle  use  is  expected  to  significantly  impact 
opportunities  for  solitude.   Vegetation  treatments  would  alter  the  apparent 
naturalness  of  the  plateau  but  would  not  result  in  any  appreciable  change  in 
the  amount  of  human  activity.   Likewise,  though  increased  vehicle  use  could 
reduce  overall  naturalness,  the  amount  of  day-to-day  semi-primitive 
motorized  activity  of  the  plateau  would  not  increase  enough  to  diminish 
solitude  opportunities  for  those  wishing  to  backpack. 

Should  any  oil  and  gas  development  occur,  the  increase  in  access  roads 
and  other  facilities,  as  well  as  increased  human  activity,  would  cause 
additional  reductions  in  naturalness  and  in  primitive  recreation  and 
solitude  opportunities. 

Jarbidge  River  WSA 

There  are  13,481  acres  of  canyons  along  the  Jarbidge  and  Bruneau  River 
systems  where  wilderness  characteristics  would  remain  unchanged.   The 
establishment  of  a  carrying  capacity  for  Whitewater  boating  and  other 
primitive  recreation  opportunities  would  prevent  impacts  to  wilderness 
characteristics  resulting  from  increased  recreation  use. 

The  plateau  (61,637  acres)  is  also  not  expected  to  have  wilderness 
characteristics  impacted,  except  on  9,040  acres  along  the  southeast  plateau 
periphery  where  naturalness  and  primitive  recreation  opportunities  could  be 
negatively  impacted  from  a  concentration  of  semi-primitive  motorized 
recreation  use  as  described  under  the  Bruneau  River-Sheep  Creek  WSA. 

King  Hill  Creek  WSA 

The  majority  of  the  WSA  (26,389  acres)  is  not  expected  to  have 
wilderness  characteristics  significantly  impacted.   There  are  no  major 
resource  use  conflicts  which  would  diminish  characteristics. 

Increases  in  semi-primitive  recreational  use  (including  snowmobiling) 
would  not  be  sufficient  to  diminish  the  area's  overall  naturalness  or  its 
primitive  recreation  and  solitude  opportunities. 

Reductions  in  naturalness  and  primitive  recreation  could  occur  in  the 
narrowly  configurated  northwest  corner  of  the  WSA.   There  are  2,920  acres 
confined  in  the  WSA's  northwest  corner,  and  two  other  narrow  land 
configurations  along  the  WSA's  northern  boundary,  where  high  quality 
wilderness  characteristics  (primitive  recreation  and  solitude  opportunities) 
are  currently  lacking  or  where  characteristics  could  be  diminished  by  the 
external  influence  of  vehicle  traffic  along  the  WSA's  northwestern  boundary 
road  or  from  adjacent  private  land  uses. 
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Energy  and  Minerals 


Oil  and  Gas 


More  than  87%  of  the  resource  area  would  remain  available  for  leasing 
under  this  alternative.   The  major  areas  closed  to  leasing  are  the  existing 
withdrawals  amounting  to  approximately  138,643  acres  and  the  Bruneau  Wild 
and  Scenic  River  area  of  approximately  57,000  acres  covering  parts  of  the 
Bruneau  and  Jarbidge  Resource  areas.   The  proposed  wild  and  scenic  river 
area  has  not  had  any  significant  leasing  interest  shown  in  it  and  is 
considered  to  have  low  potential. 

The  102,746  acre  Saylor  Creek  Bombing  and  Gunnery  Range  represents  the 
greatest  impact  to  leasing  as  it  is  almost  entirely  surrounded  by  leases. 
Although  the  area  has  been  classified  as  prospectively  valuable  by  the 
U.S.G.S,  the  actual  potential  is  considered  to  be  low. 

There  are  89,575  acres  identified  for  transfer  out  of  federal  ownership 
in  this  alternative.  The  impacts  of  land  transfer  and  the  creation  of  a 
split  estate  are  addressed  by  the  State  Office  leasing  mineral  specialists 
when  they  perform  their  mineral  assessment  of  the  identified  lands.   It  has 
generally  been  held  that  the  land  transfer  will  not  interfere  with 
development. 

The  major  areas  proposed  to  have  no  surface  occupancy  stipulations  are 
cultural  and  paleontologic  sites,  the  Birds  of  Prey  essential  nesting  areas 
and  areas  within  500  feet  of  streams  or  reservoirs.   These  areas  could  be 
reached  by  slant  drilling  should  oil  or  gas  be  discovered  in  the  vicinity. 

There  are  823,980  acres  of  land  proposed  for  seasonal  occupancy 
stipulations  to  protect  wildlife.  All  of  the  curlew  area  and  a  small 
portion  of  the  crucial  winter  range  for  mule  deer,  antelope  winter  range  and 
sage  grouse  areas  affect  existing  leases  and  lease  applications.   The  impact 
on  access  to  leased  lands  is  considered  to  be  insignificant. 

Based  on  the  lack  of  any  commercial  oil  or  gas  wells  in  Idaho,  the  five 
dry  holes  in  the  resource  area,  the  low  potential  of  the  area,  low  industry 
interest  and  the  above  analysis,  the  overall  impacts  of  this  alternative  on 
the  availability  of  oil  or  gas  leasing  and  development  is  considered  to  be 
insignificant. 

Geothermal 

More  than  87%  of  the  resource  area  would  remain  available  for  leasing 
under  this  alternative.   The  major  areas  closed  to  leasing  are  the  existing 
withdrawals  amounting  to  138,643  acres  and  the  Bruneau  Wild  and  Scenic  River 
area  of  approximately  57,000  acres  covering  parts  of  the  Bruneau  and 
Jarbidge  Resource  Areas. 

None  of  the  lands  within  the  Known  Geothermal  Resource  Areas,  both  state 
and  federally  classified,  are  affected  by  the  Saylor  Creek  Bombing  Range 
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withdrawal  (102,746  acres).   Of  the  57,000  acre  wild  and  scenic  area, 
approximately  400  acres  are  within  the  state  classified  area. 

Of  the  approximately  117,760  acres  of  land  identified  as  Geothermal 
Resource  Areas,  1,360  acres  have  been  identified  for  transfer  from  federal 
ownership.   Eight  hundred  of  these  acres  are  within  the  federally  classified 
KGRA's  (8,860  acres). 

The  impacts  of  land  transfer  and  the  creation  of  a  split  estate  are 
addressed  by  the  State  Office  leasing  mineral  specialists  when  they  perform 
their  mineral  assessment  of  the  identified  lands.   It  has  generally  been 
held  that  the  land  transfer  would  not  interfere  with  development. 

The  major  areas  proposed  to  have  no  surface  occupancy  stipulations  are 
cultural  and  paleontologic  sites,  the  Birds  of  Prey  essential  nesting  areas 
and  areas  within  500  feet  of  streams  or  reservoirs.   These  areas  can  be 
developed  off  site  and  do  not  significantly  affect  the  availability  of  the 
resource. 

There  would  be  823,980  acres  of  land  which  would  have  seasonal  occupancy 
stipulations  to  protect  wildlife.   The  sage  grouse  stipulation  affects  the 
existing  leases  in  the  Mt.  Bennett  hills  area.   This  has  not  hindered  the 
development  of  the  leases  and  is  not  expected  to  in  the  future. 

Based  on  the  lack  of  commercial  development  of  the  geothermal  resource 
in  Idaho  for  energy  production,  the  lack  of  information  on  the  reservoirs 
involved,  the  substantial  decrease  in  industry  interest,  the  isolation  of 
the  KGRAs  and  the  above  analysis,  the  overall  impacts  of  this  alternative  on 
the  availability  of  geothermal  energy  is  considered  to  be  insignificant. 

Mining 

More  than  83%  of  the  resource  area  would  remain  available  for  the 
location  of  mining  claims  under  this  alternative.   The  major  areas  withdrawn 
or  restricting  mineral  location  are  the  existing  withdrawals  amounting  to 
138,643  acres,  the  Bruneau  Wild  and  Scenic  River  area  (57,000  acres),  and 
the  proposed  land  transfers  of  89,575  acres. 

The  102,746  acre  Say lor  Creek  Bombing  and  Gunnery  Range  represents  the 
largest  block  of  land  within  the  resource  area  that  is  closed  to  mineral 
location.   Present  knowledge  of  this  area  indicates  that  the  potential  for 
the  discovery  of  valuable  mineral  deposits  is  low. 

Of  the  remaining  35,897  acres  under  withdrawal,  20,914  acres  are 
powersite  withdrawals  which  are  handled  under  the  "Mining  Claims  Rights 
Restoration  Act  of  1955  (Public  Law  359)"  or  are  withdrawals  that  only 
affect  lands  actions. 

The  proposed  Wild  and  Scenic  River  area  has  not  had  any  significant 
effect  on  the  availability  of  any  metallic  or  industrial  minerals.   Mining 
activity  in  this  area  has  been  for  semi-precious  gemstone  materials  (fire 
opal,  jasper,  geodes).   It  is  expected  that  20  claims  for  gemstone  materials 
will  be  precluded  by  this  withdrawal.   This  is  not  considered  to  be  a 
significant  impact  on  the  overall  availability  of  these  materials. 
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Only  lands  that  are  not  mineral  in  character  or  have  no  known  mineral 
potential  would  leave  federal  ownership  unless  the  mineral  estate  is  sold  at 
fair  market  value.   The  transfer  of  lands  that  do  not  have  mineral  potential 
is  not  considered  to  be  a  significant  impact  on  the  availability  of 
locatable  minerals. 

Areas  that  have  had  extensive  mining  activity  (Pine  Grove  Mining 
District,  Volcano  Mining  District,  and  Indian  Hot  Springs  Jasper  Claims)  are 
not  significantly  impacted  by  this  alternative. 

Based  on  the  presently  known  mining  activity  and  mineral  potential  and 
the  above  analysis,  the  overall  impacts  of  this  alternative  on  the 
availability  of  locatable  minerals  is  considered  to  be  insignificant. 

Mineral  Materials 

According  to  the  Agricultural  Development  EIS  (USDI,  1980),  1.7  miles  of 
gravel  road  would  be  needed  for  each  section  of  new  farmland.   Based  on  road 
district  standards  of  a  34  foot  wide  running  surface  8"  deep,  this 
alternative  would  require  an  increase  in  materials  production  of  1,054,895 
cubic  yards. 

County  road  building  and  maintenance  over  the  past  three  years  has 
required  an  average  yearly  production  of  82,307  cubic  yards.   The  existing 
sites  can  in  most  areas  supply  the  needed  materials  in  the  short  term. 
Resources  at  the  various  sites  would  be  substantially  depleted  in  the  long 
term  (20  years).   The  additional  materials  needed  to  build  and  then  maintain 
the  new  roads  for  the  farms  is  expected  to  be  a  substantial  factor  in  this 
depletion  of  a  finite  resource. 

To  meet  the  long  term  needs  (20  years),  new  sites  would  have  to  be 
developed  to  replace  depleted  existing  sites  and  allow  for  shorter  haul 
distances.   The  Bureau's  ability  to  meet  these  needs  have  allowed  local 
highway  districts  to  keep  their  operating  costs  down.   Within  the  time  frame 
of  this  plan,  haulage  costs  would  increase  along  with  the  demand  for  more 
and  better  maintained  roads.   This  would  also  add  to  the  demand  for  new 
sites  and  would  increase  depletion  at  existing  sites. 

The  Bureau  can  meet  these  needs  within  the  time  frame  of  this  plan  but 
would  have  a  substantial  decrease  in  its  ability  and  flexibility  in  meeting 
the  demands  in  the  long  term.   The  essential  outcome  would  be  a  turning  by 
the  highway  districts  to  private  sources  and  to  crushing.   Both  would  add 
significantly  to  the  counties  tax  requirements. 


Forest  Management 

Although  2,371  acres  of  forest  land  are  capable  of  growing  commercially 
valuable  amounts  of  wood,  22%  has  been  withdrawn  from  harvest  to  insure 
continued  tree  cover  on  sites  where  new  trees  will  not  readily  reestablish; 
4%  has  been  set  aside  to  protect  streambanks,  water  quality,  and  riparian 
vegetation;  and  26%  of  the  commercial  forest  land  has  been  deferred  from 
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harvest  for  20  years,  the  life  of  this  plan,  because  it  is  inaccessible  or 
cannot  otherwise  be  economically  harvested. 

The  remaining  48%  or  1,143  acres  of  commercial  forest  land  is  available 
for  harvest  under  this  alternative.   However,  cutting  is  expected  to  occur 
on  only  400  acres  during  the  life  of  the  plan. 

Silvicultural  restrictions  (up  to  50%  to  insure  continued  canopy  cover 
for  timber  regeneration  and  wildlife  cover)  would  be  applied  throughout  the 
acreage  available  for  harvest  which  would  reduce  yield  by  10%.   The  timber 
yield  over  the  next  20  years  would  be  1540  MBdft. 


Economics 


Crop  Agriculture 

This  alternative  would  lead  to  the  development  for  irrigated  agriculture 
of  85,147  acres.   Of  this,  71,615  acres  would  be  disposed  of  through  the 
Desert  Land  or  Carey  Acts  while  5,096  acres  would  be  disposed  of  through 
exchanges,  496  acres  through  public  sales  and  7,940  acres  either  through 
sale  or  exchange. 

Electricity  would  be  used  to  pump  water,  either  from  deep  wells  or  out 
of  the  Snake  River,  for  irrigating  these  acres.   Water  withdrawn  from  the 
Snake  River  aquifer  would  reduce  the  stream  flow  in  the  river  and  reduce 
power  production  at  dams  downstream.   It  is  estimated  that  each  acre 
irrigated  either  uses  or  prevents  downstream  generation  of  4714  KWH 
(Whittlesey  and  Butcher  1979,  Chaney  1977,  USDI-BLM  1979,  Hamilton  and  Lyman 
1984).   Electricity  costs  would  range  from  6.4^  per  KWH  for  electricity  lost 
from  downstream  generation  to  8.5^  per  KWH  for  elec-  tricity  used  in  actual 
pumping  (Hamilton  and  Lyman  1984).   Assuming  a  split  between  actual  uses  and 
downstream  losses  of  50%  each,  then  the  total  cost  of  the  electricity  would 
be  $28.8  million.   Current  Idaho  Power  Company  rates  for  irrigators  are  2.3^ 
per  KWH  used  and  $2.25  per  KW  of  demand  (IPC  1984).   This  would  equate  to 
irrigators  paying  $4.6  million  (16%)  and  other  electricity  consumers  in  the 
Columbia  River  System  paying  $24.2  million  (84%)  of  the  cost  of  pumping 
water  to  the  lands. 

The  production  of  crops  resulting  from  agricultural  development  would 
range  from  39%  of  current  3-county  production  in  barley  to  61%  of  current 
production  in  sugar  beets.   In  the  case  of  potatoes,  it  has  been  estimated 
that  a  1%  increase  in  nationwide  production  leads  to  a  6.6%  decrease  in 
price  (Schermerhorn  1977).   The  increase  in  potato  production  of  6.0  million 
CWT  (see  appendix  for  production  estimates  by  crop  and  alter-  native)  would 
increase  national  production  by  1.9%,  decreasing  prices  by  12.4%.   A  study 
done  for  the  BLM  in  1979  (BLakeslee  1979)  indicated  that  for  every  100  acres 
of  new  potato  acreage  in  southwest  Idaho,  90  acres  of  existing  potato 
acreage  would  go  out  of  production  somewhere  else  in  Idaho,  the  northwest, 
or,  the  nation.   If  this  is  the  case  then  the  net  addition  to  potato 
production  would  be  only  600,000  CWT  or  0.2%  of  national  production. 
Although  this  increase  in  potato  production  would  have  redistributional 
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effects  both  locally  and  in  the  nation,  the  net  effect  on  production  and 
prices  would  be  minimal.   Data  on  the  production  and  price  relationships  of 
other  crops  is  not  available. 

The  development  of  irrigated  agriculture  on  84,147  acres  could  lead  to 
one-time  costs  of  installing  water  delivery  and  irrigation  systems  of  $56 
million.  Annual  expenditures  for  seed,  fertilizer,  herbicides,  and  fungi- 
cides would  be  $13  million  (BLM  1984).  An  additional  $3  million  would  be 
spent  on  fuel  for  tractors  and  equipment  (Powell  and  Lindeborg  1981).  The 
appendix  contains  the  basic  assumptions  and  resulting  typical  farm  budgets 
prepared  in  the  course  of  this  analysis. 

Farm  income  would  increase  $3.6  million  locally  (based  on  labor  costs  in 
BLM  Farm  Budgets)  and  decrease  by  $3.2  million  in  the  nation.   Farm 
suppliers  would  realize  a  local  income  gain  of  $14.3  million  while 
nationally  there  would  be  an  income  loss  of  $12.8  million.   Ranchers 
currently  using  this  area  to  graze  livestock  would  lose  $69,000  in  income 
and  ranch  suppliers  would  lose  $114,000.   The  net  income  change  as  a  result 
of  the  agricultural  development  in  this  alternative  would  be  an  annual  loss 
of  $22.6  million($24.2  million  loss  to  nonirrigator  ratepayers  and  a  net 
gain  of  $1.6  to  farmers,  ranchers,  and  suppliers).   In  addition,  ranchers 
could  lose  capital  value  due  to  lost  grazing  privileges  in  the  range  of 
$851,000  to  $3,770,000  (Boly  1980,  Fowler  and  Gray  1980).  A  total  of  15,082 
AUMs  of  grazing  would  be  lost  to  agricultural  development. 

Farm  employment  would  increase  locally  by  530  while  declining  nationally 
by  477.   Employment  in  local  farm  supply  industries  could  increase  by  2,045 
while  declining  by  1,840  nationally.   Ranch  employment  would  decline  by  10 
and  ranch  supply  jobs  would  decrease  by  16.   The  net  employment  change  would 
be  a  gain  of  232  jobs. 

Livestock 

Short-term  stocking  rates  are  no  change  from  present  levels  and  would 
have  no  impact  on  income,  employment,  grazing  fee  collections,  or  capital 
va  lue . 

In  the  long-term  there  would  be  15,100  fewer  AUMs  available  than  at 
present.   Table  4-4  shows  the  impacts,  by  size  group,  that  this  would  have 
on  income  and  employment. 

Table  4-4 

Direct  Income  and  Employment  Changes 

Alternative  A 


Size     Long-term     Change     Income    Employment 
1  Group  I  Stocking  Rates |   In  Use     Change      Change    I 

1        13,556   I  -  1,369   1  -  6,243   |   -  .9 
1   2   1     45,962   I  -  4,642   1  -21,168   1   -3.0     1 
1   3   |     80,088   |  -  8,091   1  -36,895   |   -5.3     I 
1   4   I     10,261   I  -  1,037      4,729   1   -  .7     1 

1  TOTAL      149,867     -15,139   I -$69, 035      -9.9     | 
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In  addition  there  would  be  secondary  income  and  employment  losses  of 
$114,900  and  16  jobs.   These  income  and  employment  changes  are  due  to  the 
agricultural  development  activities  previously  described. 

Grazing  fees  are  distributed  in  the  following  manner:   50%  to  the  range 
improvement  fund,  37  1/2%  to  the  Federal  treasury,  and  12  1/2%  to  the  State 
of  Idaho  (who  redistributes  it  to  the  county  of  collection  for  range 
improvements).   Based  on  a  $2  grazing  fee  (the  average  fee  over  the  grazing 
years  1979  to  1983  was  $1.96),  the  following  grazing  fee  collection 
reductions  would  take  place  with  this  alternative: 

Range  Improvement  Fund          -$15,139 

Federal  Treasury  -$11,345 

State  of  Idaho  -$  3,785 

TOTAL  -$30,278 

The  total  capital  value  of  the  AUMs  lost  would  amount  to  between 
$854,000  and  $3,785,000  (Boly  1980,  Fowler  and  Gray  1980). 

Recreation 

By  the  end  of  20  years  hunting  and  fishing  activity  occasions  in  the  RMP 
area  would  increase  by  75,000  (37,500  activity  occasions  each).   This  would 
translate  into  direct  income  of  $353,000  and  total  income  of  $798,600.   This 
would  be  an  increase  of  37%  from  current  RMP  area  hunting  and  fishing  income 
and  would  constitute  26%  of  current  three-county  hunting  and  fishing  income. 

By  the  end  of  20  years  direct  employment  in  the  RMP  area  resulting  from 
hunting  and  fishing  would  increase  by  50.   Total  employment  would  increase 
by  114  or  an  increase  of  37%  from  current  levels.   This  would  represent  29% 
of  the  current  three-county  hunting  and  fishing  employment. 

There  would  be  a  1,375,000  activity  occasion  increase  in  other  types  of 
outdoor  recreation  in  the  RMP  area  by  the  end  of  20  years.   This  would  be  an 
increase  of  75%  from  current  levels.   As  was  identified  in  Chapter  3,  this 
type  of  activity  does  not  have  any  valuation  studies  which  can  be  used  to 
place  a  value  on  this  activity. 

Summary 

This  alternative  would  have  large  income  and  employment  benefits  to  the 
local  economy  related  to  recreation  use  and  agricultural  development.   Net 
income  change  (including  livestock  income  losses)  would  be  a  gain  of  $2.4 
million.   Expenditures  for  seed,  fertilizer,  fuel,  etc.,  would  amount  to  16 
million  annually.   The  annual  cost  of  electric  power  would  be  $28.8  million 
of  which  84  percent  would  be  paid  by  ratepayers  other  than  the  irrigators 
involved. 

Net  employment  change  (including  livestock  losses)  would  be  a  gain  of 
346  jobs.   Grazing  collections  would  be  reduced  by  $30,000.   The  capital 
value  of  lost  AUMs  would  range  from  $0.9  to  $3.8  million. 
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Lands 

Under  this  alternative,  land  transfer  would  consist  of  a  maximum  of 
1,240  acres  for  sale,  9,925  acres  for  sale  or  exchange,  6,795  acres  for 
exchange  and  142,194  acres  for  agricultural  entry  (Desert  Land  Entry  and 
Carey  Act). 

The  development  of  142,194  acres  for  agricultural  entry  would  require 
2,844  cfs  of  water.   It  is  anticipated  that  of  the  1,240  acres  proposed  for 
sale,  40%  would  be  developed  for  agricultural  use,  of  the  6,795  acres 
proposed  for  exchange,  75%  would  be  developed  for  agricultural  use,  and  of 
the  9,925  acres  in  the  sale  or  exchange  category,  80%  would  be  developed  for 
agricultural  use.   This  would  require  an  additional  271  cfs  of  water.   Of 
the  total  of  3,115  cfs  (401,774  acres/feet)  needed  to  irrigate  these  lands, 
approximately  90  percent  would  come  from  the  Snake  River. 

Land  transfer,  primarily  for  agricultural  use,  would  result  in  an 
increase  in  occupancy,  agricultural  and  right-of-way  trespass.   It  is 
estimated  that  with  this  increased  acreage,  trespass  would  double  to  28 
cases  per  year.   The  average  administrative  cost  of  each  case  is  $1,250, 
which  would  total  $35,000  per  year. 

Transfer  of  land  by  sale  would  generate  approximately  $873,000  of 
revenue  for  the  federal  government  at  an  average  price  of  $150  per  acre. 
The  lands  proposed  for  transfer  by  sale  or  exchange  were  selected  primarily 
because  their  disposal  would  reduce  problem  management  areas  and  consolidate 
land  ownership  patterns,  thereby  improving  management  and  reducing 
management  costs. 

Rights-of-way  would  be  precluded  or  restricted  on  198,183  acres  of 
public  land  if  they  would  conflict  with  proposed  wilderness,  areas  of 
critical  environmental  concern,  proposed  Wild  and  Scenic  River  designations, 
Birds  of  Prey  Essential  Nesting  Habitat,  Oregon  Trail,  and/or  the  Saylor 
Creek  Gunnery  Range. 

This  would  result  in  reduced  right-of-way  flexibility,  which  may 
increase  construction  costs,  particularly  for  major  utility  lines.   The  two 
east-west  powerline  routes  proposed  by  Idaho  Power  Company  and  the  Western 
Power  Council  would  be  eliminated  by  the  Bruneau/Jarbidge  Wild  and  Scenic 
River  designation  or  Bruneau/Jarbidge  Wilderness  Area  and  a  conflict  with 
the  Saylor  Creek  Gunnery  Range.   These  lines  would  have  to  be  realigned  to 
pass  through  moderate  use  areas  with  few  conflicts,  which  would  result  in 
traversing  the  same  basic  corridor  area  as  the  existing  utility  lines.   The 
north-south  proposal  would  be  restricted  somewhat  by  the  Hagerman  Fossil 
Beds,  but  could  probably  be  slightly  rerouted  to  avoid  any  conflicts. 

Disallowance  of  a  water  siphon  through  the  proposed  Salmon  Falls  Creek 
Natural  Area  may  substantially  increase  development  costs  of  the  Desert  Land 
Entry  and  Carey  Act  projects  depending  on  the  extension  of  the  Twin  Falls 
Canal  for  their  water  supply.   Disallowance  may  also  eliminate  these 
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agricultural  development  projects  as  there  may  not  be  a  suitable  crossing 
for  the  siphon  on  private  lands. 

Small  hydro  development  would  be  precluded  in  the  Bruneau/Jarbidge  Wild 
and  Scenic  River,  wilderness  areas,  and  Salmon  Falls  Creek  Natural  Area. 


Soil,  Water,  and  Air 

The  erosional  processes  described  for  land  use  actions  in  Alternative  B 
are  the  same  as  described  in  Alternative  A,  but  the  area  size  and/or 
magnitude  of  the  impact  may  vary  considerably  (Appendix  Table  E-l). 

Proposed  agricultural  development  areas  under  this  alternative  include 
118,000  acres  of  high  erosion  hazard  soils.  The  impacts  associated  with 
farming  are  discussed  in  Alternative  A. 

The  impacts  associated  with  livestock  use  are  the  same  as  in  Alternative 
A,  except  that  the  use  levels  are  expected  to  increase  103  percent  over 
current  5  year  use  levels,  going  from  10.2  ac/AUM  to  4.6  ac/AUM  in  20  years 
(Appendix  Figures  E-l,  E-2).   Projected  increases  could  occur  mainly  in 
seedings  where  water  would  be  developed.   No  grazing  is  currently  occurring 
in  these  sites.   Due  to  the  gentle  slopes  of  most  of  these  areas,  off -site 
soil  movement  is  expected  to  be  slight.   A  slight  increase  in  erosion  would 
occur  on  adjacent  grazed  areas  as  some  overlap  with  areas  of  current  use  is 
anticipated. 

The  type  of  impacts  from  mineral  exploration  and  development,  timber 
harvesting,  ORV  use,  and  limited  fire  suppression  activities  are  the  same  as 
those  described  in  Alternative  A.   The  acreages  however  vary  (Appendix  Table 
E-l). 

Land  use  actions  proposed  in  this  Alternative  which  were  not  proposed  in 
Alternative  A  include  efforts  to  improve  riparian/fisheries  habitat  on  59 
stream  miles  and  efforts  to  improve  ecological  condition  on  148,198  acres  of 
rangeland  currently  in  poor  and  fair  condition  by  vegetative  manipulation. 

Riparian/fisheries  habitat  would  be  improved  through  riparian  management 
or  by  excluding  livestock  from  riparian  areas.   This  would  improve 
vegetative  cover  and  reduce  soil  compaction  and  trampling  damage  to  stream 
banks.  Reduced  runoff  would  result  in  a  reduction  in  soil  movement. 

Manipulating  vegetation  by  seeding  111,318  acres  would  increase  soil 
surface  disturbance  causing  a  one  to  two  year  increase  in  off-site  soil 
movement.   As  new  seedlings  become  established,  vegetation  cover  would 
increase  resulting  in  a  long-term  reduction  in  off -site  soil  movement. 

If  sagebrush  is  controlled  through  spraying  with  herbicides,  a  1-2  hour 
reduction  in  air  quality  would  result.   A  short-term  reduction  in  vegetation 
cover  would  result  in  increased  runoff  and  soil  erosion.   A  short  term 
reduction  in  species  diversity  would  result  in  reduced  nutrient  cycling  with 
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decreased  site  productivity.   Over  the  long-term,  as  native  vegetation 
recovers,  the  site  should  stabilize  at  previous  levels  of  soil  movement. 

Adherence  to  SOPs  would  normally  prevent  spray  from  getting  into  the 
water.   However,  if  SOPs  were  not  followed  and  streams  were  accidentally 
sprayed  or  spray  was  allowed  to  drift  into  streams,  water  quality  and 
aquatic  vegetation  could  be  reduced  downstream  from  the  area  sprayed. 

Burning  to  change  the  vegetation  community  would  result  in  a  one  to  two 
year  reduction  in  vegetation  cover  and  resultant  off-site  soil  movement.   A 
long-term  reduction  in  species  diversity  could  result  as  the  shrub  component 
is  removed  from  the  community  resulting  in  a  reduction  in  nutrient  cycling 
and  decreased  site  productivity  (Charley  and  West  1975;  Dormaar,  Johnston, 
Smoliak  1980;  Johnson,  Rumbaugh,  VanEpps  1980). 

A  decrease  in  soil  erosion  associated  with  agricultural  irrigation  in 
MUA-8  is  anticipated  as  a  watershed  activity  plan  is  implemented  to  protect 
paleontologic  resources  in  the  Hagerman  Fossil  Beds. 

See  Aquatic  Habitat  section  for  additional  discussion  on  water  quality. 


Range  Resources 

Under  this  alternative,  livestock  forage  levels  would  be  increased  in 
the  short-term  which  would  result  in  an  overall  increase  of  approximately 
40,000  AUMs,  or  a  24%  increase  over  currently  authorized  5  year  average  use 
levels. 

In  the  long-term,  installation  of  additional  structural  improvements 
(water  systems  and  fencing)  for  better  livestock  distribution  on  approxi- 
mately 1.22  million  acres  would  result  in  an  increase  of  approximately 
68,833  AUMs  in  the  area.   Seeding  would  occur  on  111,318  acres.   Prescribed 
burning  would  occur  on  17,380  acres  to  improve  native  range  condition  and  an 
additional  14,660  acres  would  be  burned  as  preparation  for  seeding.   Spraying 
may  occur  on  16,640  acres  to  improve  native  range  condition  and  an  additional 
3,140  acres  may  be  sprayed  as  preparation  for  seeding.   These  land  treatments 
would  increase  long  term  forage  about  84,000  AUMs.   In  addition,  expected 
fire  rehabilitation  seeding  over  a  20  year  period  would  increase  AUMs  by 
34,000. 

Long-term  forage  increases  would  allow  livestock  use  levels  to  be 
increased  by  103%  above  current  authorized  levels  (165,006  AUMs).   This 
projection  is  based  upon  increased  forage  utilization,  availability  and 
production.   Increases  above  initial  levels  would  be  dependent  upon 
implementation  of  grazing  systems,  installation  of  range  improvements,  and 
implementation  of  the  land  treatments  discussed. 

Seeding  is  proposed  in  areas  in  poor  range  condition  with  high  potential 
because  of  productive  soils.   Prescribed  burning  would  be  done  in  areas  of 
fair  and  good  condition  that  have  potential  for  increasing  livestock  forage 
levels  due  to  decreased  competition  from  sagebrush. 
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A  downward  trend  in  native  vegetative  condition  is  expected  in  2  MUA's 
(2,  15)  due  to  increases  in  stocking  levels  above  the  estimated  production 
levels  of  the  range  condition  inventory.   The  changes  would  be  from  good  and 
fair  to  poor  condition  in  the  affected  MUA's.   The  condition  of  remaining 
MUA's  are  not  expected  to  change  significantly  except  for  the  acreage  going 
from  poor  condition  into  land  treatment  categories. 

Agricultural  development  is  the  largest  single  impact  on  livestock 
grazing.   In  this  alternative,  160,154  acres  would  be  transferred  from 
federal  ownership  which  would  reduce  available  forage  by  32,863  AUMs  in  the 
long-term  (Appendix  TAble  F-l).   In  the  previous  long-term  analysis  of  range 
improvements  and  land  treatment,  these  AUMs  were  considered  removed  prior  to 
addition  of  new  forage  procedures. 

Impacts  are  substantially  the  same  on  permittees  displaced  by  agricul- 
tural development  as  discussed  in  Alternative  A.   MUA's  3,  6  and  7  are 
expected  to  have  the  major  detrimental  impacts  from  agricultural  development, 

Preference  levels  are  expected  to  be  met  in  all  MUA's  in  the  long-term 
with  some  having  substantial  increases  (Appendix  Table  B-4). 

Threatened,  Endangered  and  Sensitive  Plant  Species 

These  species  would  be  adversely  affected  under  Alternative  B  due  to 
increased  grazing  and  decreases  in  range  condition . Lepium  davisii  in 
particular  would  probably  decrease  in  number  and  range.   It  would  probably 
change  in  status  with  these  actions  from  sensitive  to  endangered. 

Wild  Horses 

Under  this  alternative,  wild  horses  would  be  removed.   Due  to  the  extent 
of  increased  competition  from  livestock  and  the  conversion  of  75%  of  the 
existing  Saylor  Creek  herd  area  to  agriculture,  wild  horses  would  be  reduced 
below  viable  herd  levels. 


Terrestrial  Wildlife 


Livestock  grazing  would  have  the  greatest  adverse  impact  on  big  game. 
In  20  years  AUMs  used  by  livestock  would  increase  103%.   The  greatest 
increase  in  AUM  use  would  fall  in  MUAs  6,  7,  11  and  12.   Increases  in 
livestock  use  on  crucial  big  game  winter  ranges  would  be  slight  in  MUAs  15 
and  16.   These  increases  are  tied  to  range  improvements  such  as  burns, 
sprays  and  seedings.   Impact  to  big  game  would  be  similar  to  that  assessed 
in  Alternative  A,  except  in  MUA  2,  where  the  mule  deer  and  elk  population 
decline  would  probably  occur  sooner  due  to  the  additional  20%  increase  in 
forage  use  by  livestock  on  habitat  already  in  poor  ecological  condition. 
Management  guidelines  common  to  all  alternatives  would  mitigate  these 
improvement  projects  and  provide  benefits  for  big  game  and  sage  grouse.   As 
shown  in  Figures  4-1,  4-2,  4-3,  and  4-4  ecological  condition  would  remain 
largely  unchanged.   Expected  population  numbers  of  mule  deer,  elk  and 
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bighorn  sheep  in  the  20  year  planning  period  would  be  less  than  those  in 
Alternative  A  (see  Table  2-5). 

Upland  game  would  benefit  from  the  range  improvements  as  the  management 
guidelines  common  to  all  alternatives  are  followed.  With  the  proposed 
148,198  acres  of  vegetation  improvements  nongame  would  be  the  most  heavily 
impacted.   Small  mammals,  birds  and  reptiles  would  be  lost  or  displaced  to 
adjacent  suitable  habitat. 

Agricultural  development  in  MUA  7  should  have  a  minor  impact  on  big 
game.  As  in  Alternative  A,  the  habitat  proposed  for  farming  is  occasionally 
used  by  a  small  number  of  mule  deer  and  rarely  used  by  antelope.   Other 
impacts  are  the  same  as  stated  in  Alternative  A,  but  occur  over  a  larger 
acreage.   Nongame  found  in  the  sagebrush  habitat  would  be  reduced 
significantly. 

In  Alternative  B  agricultural  development  would  eliminate  17,700  acres 
of  native  habitat.   This  is  26  percent  of  the  native  habitat  within  an  8 
mile  radius  of  the  Snake  River  from  Sparlin  Island  upstream  to  Hagerman. 
Implementation  of  Alternative  B  would  increase  the  magnitude  and  intensity 
of  adverse  impacts  to  raptors  dependent  upon  the  native  shrub /grassland 
habitat  as  described  in  Alternative  A. 

Sensitive  species  impacted  and  level  of  impact  would  be  the  same  as 
Alternative  A.   Habitat  for  20  to  25  pairs  of  nesting  long-billed  curlews 
would  be  lost  as  a  result  of  lost  habitat  (3,128  acres).  A  new  53,800  acres 
of  pheasant  habitat  would  be  created  adjacent  to  the  proposed  farm  land. 

Impacts  to  wildlife  from  the  sale  or  exchange  of  public  land  would  be 
minimal  as  described  in  Alternative  A. 

Range  improvement  projects  are  guided  by  management  guidelines  common  to 
all  alternatives  and  thus  should  result  in  minimal  adverse  impacts  to 
wildlife. 

Utility  corridors  would  result  in  minimal  impacts  to  wildlife.   See 
Alternative  A  for  description  of  impacts. 

Mineral  exploration  and  development  are  the  least  restrained  under 
Alternative  B.   In  this  alternative  no  stipulations  are  prescribed  to 
protect  important  habitat  or  species.   The  potential  is  large  for  adverse 
impacts  to  wildlife.  Raptors  would  not  have  habitat  protected  around  their 
nests.  Populations  of  big  game  on  crucial  winter  range  would  be  disturbed 
during  this  period  of  weather  stress.   The  bald  eagle,  the  only  endangered 
species  in  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area  could  be  disturbed  by  man  caused 
activities.   Other  possible  species  impacted  can  be  seen  on  Table  2,  page 
92,  wildlife  habitat  occupancy  restrictions.   As  in  Alternative  A,  the 
amount  of  impact  would  depend  on  the  location  and  time  of  disturbance.   The 
above  impacts  are  tempered  by  the  lack  of  developable  mineral  resources  in 
the  Jarbidge. 

Impacts  to  wildlife  by  timber  harvest  are  identical  to  those  identified 
in  Alternative  A.   The  same  1,143  acres  are  available  for  harvest  in  20 
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years.   Populations  of  big  game  are  not  affected.   Known  and  unknown  impacts 
are  identical  to  those  described  in  Alternative  A. 

An  additional  111,000  acres  managed  under  full  fire  suppression  (over 
current  acreages)  would  benefit  sage  grouse.   However,  the  potential  loss  of 
39,900  acres  of  sage  grouse  nesting  habitat  is  expected. 

Wildlife  occupancy  stipulations  will  mitigate  most  possible  impacts  and 
provide  positive  benefits  in  many  cases.  The  only  exception  is  the  lack  of 
stipulations  in  the  case  of  minerals.  Possible  impacts  from  this  situation 
were  described  previously  in  this  alternative. 

The  ORV  closure  on  169,449  acres  should  benefit  big  game,  upland  and 
nongame  although  no  population  increases  are  expected. 

The  59  miles  of  stream  managed  with  special  riparian  management 
techniques  or  excluded  from  livestock  grazing  offer  benefits  to  an 
approximate  three  quarters  of  the  wildlife  species  found  in  the  Jarbidge 
Resource  Area.   Nongame  birds  find  nesting  and  foraging  cover.   Upland  birds 
such  as  quail,  chukars,  sage  grouse,  and  hungarian  partridges  find  clean 
water  and  brood  rearing  areas  rich  in  insect  life  and  forbs.   Small  mammals 
reach  their  greatest  diversity  in  protected  riparian  habitat.   Raptors  find 
abundant  prey  to  feed  their  young.   Mule  deer  and  elk  use  such  areas  for 
fawning  and  calving.   The  stream  miles  protected  are  not  expected  to 
influence  the  number  of  harvestable  wildlife. 

Forty-five  AMPs  have  been  proposed  for  development  in  Alternative  B. 
AMPs  often  offer  an  opportunity  for  better  management  and  less  impact  to 
wildlife  if  wildlife  objectives  are  included.   Since  the  AMPs  are  not 
identified  as  to  location  nor  type  of  grazing  systems,  wildlife  impacts  or 
benefits  remain  unknown. 

An  outstanding  natural  area  on  Salmon  Falls  Creek  would  prove  beneficial 
to  wildlife.   It  would  prevent  further  canyon  entry  for  roads,  pump  sites 
and  small  hydro  development,  thus  limiting  access. 

Bighorn  sheep  populations  would  not  achieve  population  goals  because  of 
increased  livestock  use  on  adjacent  plateaus  (forage  and  spacial  competition 
would  occur). 

Alternative  B  would  allow  pronghorn  populations  to  increase  to  projected 
goals.   Mule  deer  populations  south  of  the  Snake  River  would  remain  at 
approximately  current  levels.   In  MUA  2  mule  deer  and  elk  populations  would 
be  expected  to  sharply  decline  at  some  point  during  the  20  year  planning 
period  due  to  further  deterioration  of  habitat.   A  total  of  2,374  AUMs  of 
forage  is  needed  to  support  the  existing  big  game  population.   Forage  needed 
to  meet  projected  big  game  populations  is  estimated  to  be  2,350  AUMs  by  the 
year  2005. 

Raptors  would  be  seriously  impacted  by  the  removal  of  25%  of  the 
remaining  native  habitat  adjacent  to  the  Snake  River. 
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Riparian  Habitat 


Adverse  impacts  to  riparian  habitat  by  increased  livestock  use  would  be 
minimized  by  applying  fencing /management  to  36.9  stream  miles.   Adherence  to 
standard  operating  procedures  for  grazing  management  practices  in  riparian 
zones  (page  94,  plan  portion  of  document)  would  help  in  protecting  existing 
habitat.   Management  units  11,  12,  and  15  contain  the  largest  increases  in 
AUMs  and  those  stream  reaches  presently  in  poor  or  fair  condition  due  to 
past  livestock  access  are  recommended  for  fencing.   Projected  riparian 
habitat  condition  in  20  years  is  outlined  in  Table  4-5. 

Long-term  adverse  impacts  to  riparian/aquatic  habitat  from  timber 
harvest  in  the  Bennett  Mountain  and  Anderson  Ranch  units  would  be  minimized 
by  utilizing  a  100  ft.  minimum  buffer  zone,  on  all  drainages,  and  adhering 
to  standard  operating  procedures  for  timber  harvest. 

Short  and  long-term  adverse  impacts  would  result  from  fire  occurrence  in 
limited  suppression  areas.   Loss  of  woody  vegetation  in  riparian  areas  not 
protected  by  deep  canyons  would  occur.   Movement  of  silt  into  the  Snake 
River  System  would  increase  with  spring  runoff.   Any  vegetative  regrowth 
brought  about  by  fencing  riparian  zones  may  be  lost  over  the  20-year  period, 
in  high  occurrence  fire  areas. 

Table  4-5 
20-Year  Projected  Riparian  Habitat  Condition  (Alt.  B) 


1                                1  Miles  with  1      1 

1   Total   1       1  Improvement  I 
1  Habitat  Condition  1   Miles   1    %    I  Potential  |   %   | 

1  Poor           1    65   1   18   1     23    1   20  1 
1  Fair           1   128   1   34   1     37    1   31  1 
1  Good              165   1   45   1     58    1   49  1 
1  Excell./Unsuit.  1    12    1    3   1      0        0  1 

TOTAL      1    370    1   100   1    118    1  100  1 

Aquatic  Habitat 


The  application  of  standard  operating  procedures  and  best  management 
practices  (AFS  1982)  would  minimize  the  degradation  to  aquatic  habitat /water 
quality  due  to  commercial  timber  harvest  proposed  in  this  alternative. 
Surface  run-off  from  disturbed  areas  would  contribute  suspended  and  bedload 
sediments  resulting  in  the  potential  loss  of  0.9  miles  of  salmonid  spawning 
habitat  in  the  Anderson  Ranch  unit  and  6.1  miles  of  good  aquatic  habitat 
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condition  in  the  Upper  Bennett  unit.   These  losses  could  occur  in  spite  of 
the  establishment  of  riparian  set  asides. 

The  implementation  of  proposed  livestock  fencing /management  for  aquatic 
habitat/riparian  habitat  protection  would  improve  and  protect  crucial 
habitat  that  has  been  seriously  impacted  by  livestock  grazing  in  the  past. 
Range  improvements  would  be  covered  by  standard  operating  procedures  and 
designed  to  distribute  the  increase  in  livestock  numbers  away  from  streams 
and  to  alternative  water  sources.   The  increased  stocking  rate  would  not 
impact  the  good  condition  habitat  that  is  inaccessible  (see  Alternative  A) 
and  the  36.6  miles  of  aquatic  habitat  fencing  would  result  in  a  29%  increase 
in  the  good-excellent  category.   For  the  stream  miles  that  have  the 
potential  to  improve,  the  percentage  in  good  and  excellent  condition  would 
increase  by  190%  (Figure  4-6  and  4-6a).   Trout  populations  would  increase  in 
these  fenced  areas  approximately  300-500%  as  described  in  Alternative  A. 

Impacts  caused  by  range  fires  are  the  same  as  described  in  Alternative 
A,  however  the  limited  fire  suppression  acreage  would  be  reduced. 

Adverse  impacts  to  aquatic  habitat  resulting  from  mineral  exploration  is 
covered  by  standard  operating  procedures  and  no  surface  occupancy 
stipulations. 

Impacts  to  the  aquatic  habitat /water  quality  resulting  from  small 
hydroelectric  project  development  would  be  the  same  as  described  in 
Alternative  A. 

Of  the  156,000  acres  of  agriculture  development  that  could  occur  in  this 
alternative,  94,917  acres  would  be  irrigated  directly  by  Snake  River  water 
from  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area.   This  is  an 
increase  over  Alternative  A  by  44%.   Impacts  to  aquatic  life  in  the  Snake 
River  are  the  same  as  described  Alternative  A  but  with  an  unknown  increase 
in  significance. 

Water  Quality 

Under  this  alternative,  the  water  quality  of  the  Snake  River  would  be 
impacted  as  described  in  Alternative  A.   The  impacts  of  this  alternative  on 
the  remaining  streams  for  the  water  quality  parameters  that  do  not  meet 
state  standards  are  as  follows : 

Alkalinity  -  This  property  would  not  change  from  current  levels  because 
the  source  for  the  majority  of  the  high  alkalinity  levels  is  from  non-BLM 
lands  over  which  this  plan  would  have  no  control. 

Amonia  -  Levels  would  remain  unchanged  or  slightly  increase.   Increases 
in  livestock  use  on  some  areas  may  cause  slight  increases  in  amonia  levels. 

Iron  -  High  iron  levels  on  Cedar  Creek  are  a  result  of  a  buildup  of 
sediments  in  Roseworth  Reservoir  which  would  not  be  affected  or  changed  by 
this  alternative.   Therefore,  iron  levels  would  not  change. 

Total  Inorganic  Nitrogen  -  Levels  would  not  be  affected  by  this 
alternative. 
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Or thopho spha t e  -  Of  those  streams  that  exceeded  state  standards,  Little 
Canyon  Creek  would  improve  to  be  within  state  standards  because  of  stream 
fencing.   Big  Flat  Creek,  Cedar  Creek,  House  Creek,  Salmon  Falls  Creek  and 
Three  Creek  would  not  change  because  the  areas  that  exceeded  the  standards 
are  located  downstream  from  agriculturally  developed  private  lands  that 
would  not  be  altered  by  this  alternative.   Of  those  streams  that  were  at  the 
limit,  the  East  Fork  of  the  Bruneau  and  King  Hill  Creek  would  improve 
because  of  fencing  while  Cold  Spring  Creek  would  remain  unchanged. 

Fecal  Coliform  -  Fencing  streams  would  filter  overland  water  flows  and 
would  reduce  fecal  coliform  levels.   Eleven  of  the  34  sample  sites  that 
exceeded  state  standards  would  improve  to  acceptable  levels.   The  East  Fork 
Bruneau,  Cedar  Creek  and  King  Hill  Creek  would  meet  state  standards.   Big 
Flat  Creek  and  Three  Creek  would  remain  unchanged.   Buck  Creek,  House  Creek 
and  Deadwood  Creek  ^are  affected  by  off-site  pollutants  that  would  not  be 
altered  by  this  alternative. 

Sedimentation  -  Sedimentation  would  be  reduced  on  the  59  stream  miles 
that  are  fenced.   Increased  root  development  and  improved  stream  morphology 
(reduced  width  and  increased  depth)  would  trap  and  hold  sediment  and  reduce 
stream  bank  sloughing.   Sedimentation  would  remain  unchanged  on  areas  not 
fenced. 


Fire  Management 


Impacts  on  fire  size  and  occurrence  and  suppression  costs  would  be  the 
same  as  described  in  Alternative  A,  except  an  additional  110,982  acres  would 
receive  full  suppression.   The  suppression  costs  would  increase  slightly  and 
the  acreage  burned  would  decrease  slightly.   Additional  agricultural 
development  would  not  increase  fire  occurrence  above  levels  anticipated  in 
Alternative  A  because  the  majority  of  the  acreage  is  in  blocked  patterns  and 
the  total  boundary  area  of  the  developments  would  not  significantly  change. 


Recreation 


Lands  available  for  dispersed  recreation  would  be  reduced  by  the  160,154 
acres  of  public  land  recommended  for  disposal.   Use  levels  would  increase 
from  2,050,000  to  3,500,000  activity  occasions  by  the  year  2000. 

The  same  general  impacts  of  displacement  on  ORV  use  would  occur  as 
described  in  Alternative  A.   ORV  use  would  be  limited  on  54,782  acres  and 
closed  on  169,449  acres  in  the  JRA  (Appendix  Table  B-6).   As  in  Alternative 
A  the  actual  impacts  to  ORV  use  would  be  minimal  as  the  areas  affected  do 
not  currently  receive  significant  use.  Approximately  50-100  user  days  of 
motorized  ORV  use  would  be  displaced  in  the  King  Hill  WSA  to  surrounding 
areas. 
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Primitive  recreation  opportunities  would  be  protected  in  the  canyons  of 
the  Bruneau/Sheep  Creek  WSA,  Jarbidge  WSA  and  the  King  Hill  WSA.   However, 
the  amount  of  recreation  use  is  not  expected  to  increase  over  current 
increasing  trend  levels  as  a  result  of  wilderness  designation.   Studies  by 
Johst  (1983)  indicate  that  most  recent  additions  to  the  wilderness  system 
experienced  their  most  rapid  growth  in  recreation  use  during  the  designation 
process  in  years  preceeding  designation.   The  Bruneau  and  Jarbidge  Rivers 
are  currently  nationally  known  and  receive  publicity  as  candidate  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers.   Wilderness  designation  is  not  expected  to  significantly  add 
to  their  publicity,  popularity  or  use  over  levels  that  would  occur  without 
wilderness  designation.   The  same  potential  impacts  would  occur  to  the  rest 
of  the  WSA  lands  as  described  in  Alternative  A. 

The  following  acreages  would  be  given  special  management  as  SRMAs  under 
Alternative  B. 

Salmon  Falls  Creek  5,600  acres 

Hagerman -Owsley  7,074  acres 

Bruneau /Jarbidge  River*  57,000  acres 

Jarbidge  Forks  4,320  acres 

Oregon  Trail  16,384  acres 

TOTAL  90,378  acres 

*Includes  23,000  acres  within  the  BRA  WSAs  and  3,616  acres  within 
the  BRA  but  not  within  WSA  boundaries. 

The  Hagerman  acreage  is  increased  by  2,884  acres  in  this  alternative  to 
include  the  "Owsley  Bridge  ORV  Area"  -  a  heavily  used  area  popular  with 
motorcyclists.   This  addition  to  the  Hagerman  SRMA  would  make  it  easier  to 
manage  existing  use  as  well  as  that  use  displaced  by  closing  the  Hagerman 
Fossil  Bed  to  ORV  use. 


Visual  Resources 


Visual  impacts  due  to  land  transfer  would  be  of  the  same  nature  as 
described  in  Alternative  A  but  they  would  occur  on  160,154  acres. 

This  alternative  provides  a  corridor  through  the  Bruneau /Jarbidge 
Wilderness  Area  that  would  accommodate  utility  development.   If  development 
occurs,  the  scenic  quality  of  the  area  would  be  significantly  reduced 
adjacent  to  the  development.   The  potential  development  of  the  areas  south 
of  the  wilderness  areas  and  wild  and  scenic  river  segments  and  north  of  the 
Snake  River  would  be  as  described  in  Alternative  A. 

Project  development  for  the  range  program  could  impact  the  scenic 
quality  of  some  areas.   The  greatest  impact  to  scenic  quality  would  come 
from  the  development  of  livestock  watering  pipelines.   Pipelines  that  are 
constructed  with  a  grader  that  scrapes  a  double  width  of  dirt  over  the  pipe 
would  be  very  noticeable  and  would  degrade  scenic  quality.   A  road  used  to 
maintain  the  pipeline  normally  develops  along  the  pipeline.   Pipelines  that 
are  constructed  using  a  ripper  to  bury  the  pipe  would  not  cause  significant 
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adverse  impacts  because  of  the  low  level  of  disturbance.   Other  range 
developments  should  not  adversely  impact  scenic  quality  because  the  standard 
operating  procedures  for  construction  are  expected  to  effectively  mitigate 
potential  impacts.   Land  treatments  that  are  designed  with  feathered  edges, 
multiple  species  seed  mixtures,  and  other  mitigation  measures  should  not 
cause  significant  adverse  impacts. 


Cultural  Resources 


The  semi-annual  monitoring  of  cultural  resource  sites  in  critical  need 
of  special  management  (Devil  Creek,  Pot  Hole  Creek,  Dove  Springs,  Juniper 
Ranch,  Clover  Creek,  Dry  Lakes,  Arch  Canyon,  Post  Office  and  the  Oregon 
Trail  cultural  resource  complexes)  would  facilitate  the  identification  of 
sites  in  need  of  emergency  stabilization  or  other  protective  needs. 

The  nomination  and  acceptance  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places  would  provide  an  additional  measure  of  protection  (through  SHPO 
consultation  and  the  106  statement  process)  for  65  Dry  Lakes/Bruneau  river 
cultural  resource  complex  sites  and  217  sites  within  the  Devil  Creek 
cultural  resource  complex. 

Fencing  of  sites  deteriorating  from  livestock  trampling  in  the  Pothole 
(one  site),  Juniper  Ranch  (one  site)  and  Dry  Lakes/Bruneau  River  (seven 
sites)  cultural  resource  complexes  would  limit  site  deterioration  and 
preserve  a  representative  sample  of  scientifically  important  sites. 
Twenty-one  scientifically  important  sites  in  the  Dry  Lakes/Bruneau  River 
cultural  resource  complex,  one  site  in  the  Pothole  cultural  resource  complex 
and  three  sites  in  the  Dove  Springs  cultural  resource  site  complex  would 
continue  to  deteriorate  from  livestock  trampling. 

Stream  bank  erosion  control  would  stabilize  one  site  within  the  Juniper 
Ranch  cultural  resource  site  complex. 

Perennial  streams  comprise  an  area  of  high  cultural  resource  site 
density.   The  exclusion  of  livestock  from  71  stream  bed  miles  would  slow  the 
rate  of  deterioration  of  sites  currently  being  disturbed  by  livestock 
trampling  and  prevent  the  deterioration  of  previously  undisturbed  cultural 
resource  site  complexes. 

Significant  increases  in  livestock  grazing  would  increase  the  rate  of 
deterioration  to  cultural  resource  sites  presently  being  impacted  and  the 
number  of  sites  impacted  would  increase. 


Paleontologic  Resources 

The  full  impacts  to  the  paleontologic  resources  of  the  Jarbidge  Resource 
Area  are  unknown  as  an  inventory  has  not  yet  been  completed.  Twenty  six 
known  paleontologic  sites  are  identified  for  possible  transfer  from  federal 
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ownership  under  this  alternative.   Twenty  of  these  sites  are  not  presently 
known  to  contain  "scientifically  significant"  fossils  and  would  therefore 
probably  leave  federal  ownership.   The  quantity  of  land  identified  for 
transfer  in  this  alternative  indicates  a  high  probability  of  loss  or  damage 
to  other  known  or  undiscovered  sites  and  materials. 

The  establishment  of  site  clearances  and  the  completion  of  paleontologic 
resources  inventory  would  mitigate  some  of  these  impacts. 

The  increased  management  of  Sand  Point  and  Hagerman  through  ACEC 
designation  would  allow  the  Bureau  to  give  full  protection  to  these  highly 
significant  localities  (see  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern,  pages 
61-67,  Part  I). 


Wilderness 


Under  this  alternative,  there  are  56,129  acres  of  WSA  lands  which  would 
have  wilderness  characteristics  protected  with  a  congressional  wilderness 
designation  in  portions  of  three  WSAs.   The  designation  would  encompass 
29,740  acres  of  canyonlands  in  the  Bruneau  River-Sheep  Creek  and  Jarbidge 
River  WSA  and  26,389  acres  in  the  King  Hill  WSA.   It  is  expected  that  56,129 
acres  of  the  WSAs  would  have  wilderness  characteristics  maintained,  while 
152,704  acres  could  have  characteristics  reduced  or  lost. 

Bruneau  River-Sheep  Creek  WSA 

There  are  16,389  acres  of  the  canyons  along  the  Bruneau  River  and  Sheep 
Creek  Canyon  system  where  wilderness  characteristics  would  remain  unchanged. 
The  establishment  of  a  carrying  capacity  for  Whitewater  boating  and  other 
primitive  recreation  opportunities  would  prevent  impacts  to  wilderness 
characteristics  resulting  from  increased  recreation  use.   There  are  1,540 
acres  of  canyons  where  characteristics  could  be  lost  by  the  crossing  of  high 
voltage  (500  KV)  powerlines.   Utility  corridor  development  could 
potentially  affect  640  acres  of  canyon  along  the  upper  three  miles  of  Sheep 
Creek  and  900  acres  along  one  mile  of  the  Bruneau  River  at  the  southern 
periphery  of  the  WSA. 

The  86,477  acres  of  plateau  are  expected  to  lose  naturalness  and 
outstanding  opportunities  for  solitude  and/or  primitive  recreation.   The 
previously  discussed  utility  corridor  could  affect  thousands  of  acres  of  the 
plateau.   Powerline  support  towers  could  not  be  affectively  screened  across 
the  flat  plateau.   Consequently,  the  towers  could  be  seen  for  miles, 
reducing  naturalness  and  its  associated  opportunities  for  primitive 
recreation.  An  increased  amount  of  human  activity  along  access  roads  could 
also  somewhat  diminish  opportunities  for  solitude. 

Within  the  utility  corridor  and  across  the  remainder  of  the  plateau,  a 
reduction  or  loss  of  naturalness  and  primitive  recreation  opportunities 
would  occur  from  vegetation  treatments.   As  much  as  9,251  acres  could  have 
native  vegetation  converted  to  seedings  of  nonnative  species  which  produce 
unnatural  appearing  linear  vegetation  patterns.   The  treated  areas  would  be 


4-42 


Alternative  B 


intermixed  with  native  plant  communities  throughout  the  WSA's  plateau. 
Consequently,  the  apparent  naturalness  and  primitive  recreation 
opportunities  would  be  reduced  on  the  plateau  as  a  whole. 

Increased  semi-primitive  recreation  use  of  the  ways  (two-wheel  tracks) 
leading  to  a  number  of  rimrock  overlook  areas  in  the  northern  neck  of  the 
WSA,  could  also  somewhat  diminish  naturalness  and  subsequently  opportunities 
for  primitive  recreation  by  increasing  the  visual  impact  of  existing  tracks 
and  encouraging  the  establishment  of  new  tracks.   On  the  remainder  of  the 
WSA  plateau  lands,  except  in  the  utility  corridor,  increased  recreational 
use  would  be  so  widely  dispersed  it  should  not  significantly  affect 
naturalness  and  primitive  recreation  opportunities. 

Neither  the  amount  of  vegetation  treatment  nor  the  anticipated  amount  of 
additional  recreational  vehicle  use  is  expected  to  significantly  impact 
opportunities  for  solitude.   Neither  change  would  result  in  an  increase  in 
day-to-day  human  activity  sufficient  enough  to  reduce  opportunities  for 
solitude. 

Should  any  oil  and  gas  development  occur,  the  increase  in  access  roads 
and  other  facilities,  as  well  as  increased  human  activity,  would  cause 
additional  reductions  in  naturalness  and  in  primitive  recreation  and 
solitude  opportunities. 

Jarbidge  River  WSA 

There  are  13,351  acres  of  canyons  along  the  Jarbidge  and  Bruneau  River 
system  where  wilderness  characteristics  would  remain  unchanged.   The 
establishment  of  a  carrying  capacity  for  Whitewater  boating  or  other 
primitive  recreation  opportunities  would  prevent  impacts  to  wilderness 
characteristics  resulting  from  increased  recreation  use. 

There  are  130  acres  of  the  canyons  along  1/2  mile  of  the  Bruneau  River 
in  the  northern  peripheral  of  the  WSA  where  characteristics  could  be  lost  by 
the  crossing  of  high  voltage  powerlines. 

The  61,637  acres  of  the  plateau  are  expected  to  have  wilderness 
characteristics  impacted  as  described  for  plateau  lands  in  the  Bruneau 
River-Sheep  Creek  WSA,  except  on  9,799  acres  spread  throughout  the  plateau 
which  could  be  converted  to  nonnative  seedings;  impacts  from  increased  semi- 
primitive  recreation  use  would  be  concentrated  on  the  southeast  plateau; 
additional  reductions  in  naturalness  and  primitive  recreation  opportunities 
could  occur  from  the  construction  of  livestock  watering  pipelines. 

King  Hill  Creek  WSA 

The  majority  of  the  WSA  (26,389  acres)  would  have  wilderness 
characteristics  maintained.   There  are  2,920  acres  along  the  northern 
boundary  of  the  WSA  contained  in  several  narrow  land  configurations  where 
high  quality  wilderness  characteristics  (solitude  and  primitive  recreation 
opportunities)  are  currently  lacking  or  where  characteristics  could  be 
diminished  by  the  external  influence  of  vehicle  traffic  along  the  WSA's 
northwestern  boundary  road  or  from  adjacent  private  land  uses. 
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The  northwest  corner  of  the  WSA  also  could  have  wilderness 
characteristics  (naturalness  and  primitive  recreation  opportunities)  reduced 
from  the  rangeland  drill  seedings  concentrated  on  about  638  acres. 


Energy  and  Minerals 


Oil  and  Gas 


Approximately  86%  of  the  resource  area  would  remain  available  for 
leasing  under  this  alternative.   The  major  areas  closed  to  leasing  are  the 
existing  withdrawals  amounting  to  approximately  138,643  acres  and  the 
wilderness  areas  amounting  to  approximately  56,129  acres. 

The  102,746  acre  Saylor  Creek  Bombing  and  Gunnery  Range  represents  the 
greatest  impact  to  leasing  as  it  is  almost  entirely  surrounded  by  leases. 
Although  the  area  has  been  classified  as  prospectively  valuable  by  the 
U.S.G.S,  the  actual  potential  is  considered  to  be  low. 

The  proposed  wilderness  areas  have  not  had  any  significant  leasing 
interest  as  they  are  considered  to  have  low  potential. 

The  impacts  of  land  transfer  and  the  creation  of  a  split  estate  are 
addressed  by  the  State  Office  leasing  mineral  specialists  when  they  perform 
their  mineral  assessment  of  the  identified  lands.   It  has  generally  been 
held  that  the  land  transfer  would  not  interfere  with  development.   There  are 
160,154  acres  identified  for  transfer  out  of  federal  ownership  in  this 
alternative. 

The  major  areas  proposed  to  have  no  surface  occupancy  stipulations  are 
cultural  and  paleontologic  sites,  the  Birds  of  Prey  essential  nesting  areas 
and  areas  within  500  feet  of  streams  or  reservoirs.   These  areas  can  be 
reached  by  slant  drilling  should  oil  or  gas  be  discovered  in  the  vicinity. 

Based  on  the  lack  of  any  commercial  oil  or  gas  wells  in  Idaho,  the  five 
dry  holes  in  the  resource  area,  the  low  potential  of  the  area,  low  industry 
interest  and  the  above  analysis,  the  overall  impacts  of  this  alternative  on 
the  availability  of  oil  or  gas  leasing  and  development  is  considered  to  be 
minimal. 

Geothermal 

Approximately  86%  of  the  resource  area  would  remain  available  for 
leasing  under  this  alternative.   The  major  areas  closed  to  leasing  are  the 
existing  withdrawals  amounting  to  138,645  acres  and  the  wilderness  areas  of 
approximately  56,129  acres. 

None  of  the  lands  within  the  Known  Geothermal  Resource  Areas  (KGRA), 
both  state  and  federally  classified,  are  affected  by  the  Saylor  Creek 
Bombing  and  Gunnery  Range  withdrawal  (102,746  acres).  Approximately  400 
acres  of  the  state  classified  lands  are  within  the  Bruneau  River  WSA. 
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Of  the  approximately  117,760  acres  of  land  identified  as  Geothermal 
Resource  Areas,  2,040  acres  have  been  identified  for  transfer  from  federal 
ownership.   Eight  hundred  of  these  acres  are  within  the  federally  classified 
KGRA's  (8,860  acres). 

The  impacts  of  land  transfer  and  the  creation  of  a  split  estate  are 
addressed  by  the  State  Office  leasing  mineral  specialists  when  they  perform 
their  mineral  assessment  of  the  identified  lands.   It  has  generally  been 
held  that  the  land  transfer  would  not  interfere  with  development. 

The  major  areas  proposed  to  have  no  surface  occupancy  stipulations  are 
cultural  and  paleontologic  sites  and  areas  within  500  feet  of  streams  or 
reservoirs.   These  areas  can  be  developed  off  site  and  do  not  significantly 
affect  the  availability  of  the  resource. 

Based  on  the  lack  of  commercial  development  of  geothermal  steam  in  Idaho 
for  energy  production,  the  lack  of  information  on  the  reservoirs  involved, 
the  substantial  decrease  in  industry  interest,  the  isolation  of  the  KGRA's 
and  the  above  analysis,  the  overall  impacts  of  this  alternative  on  the 
availability  of  geothermal  energy  is  considered  to  be  insignificant. 

Mining 

Approximately  79%  of  the  resource  area  would  remain  available  for  the 
location  of  mining  claims  under  this  alternative.   The  major  areas  withdrawn 
from  or  restricting  mineral  location  are  the  existing  withdrawals  amounting 
to  138,643  acres,  the  wilderness  areas  amounting  to  56,129  acres  and  the 
proposed  land  transfers  of  160,154  acres. 

The  102,746  acre  Saylor  Creek  Bombing  and  Gunnery  Range  represents  the 
largest  block  of  land  that  is  closed  to  mineral  location.   Present  knowledge 
of  this  area  indicates  that  the  potential  for  the  discovery  of  valuable 
locatable  mineral  deposits  is  low. 

Of  the  remaining  35,897  acres  under  withdrawal,  20,914  acres  are  power 
site  withdrawals  which  are  handled  under  the  Mining  Claim  Rights  Restoration 
Act  of  1955  or  are  withdrawals  that  only  affect  land  actions. 

The  proposed  wilderness  areas  have  not  had  any  mining  claim  interest 
except  for  gemstone  materials  in  the  Bruneau  River  Canyon.   The  areas  are 
not  highly  favorable  for  the  discovery  of  metallic  minerals  and  have  only  a 
low  to  moderate  favorability  for  industrial  minerals  (diatomite).   This 
wilderness  proposal  is  not  considered  to  be  a  significant  restriction  to  the 
overall  availability  of  locatable  minerals. 

Only  lands  that  are  not  mineral  in  character  or  have  no  known  mineral 
potential  would  leave  federal  ownership  unless  the  mineral  estate  is  sold  at 
fair  market  value.   The  transfer  of  lands  that  do  not  have  mineral  potential 
is  not  considered  to  be  a  significant  impact  on  the  availability  of 
locatable  minerals. 

The  Pine  Grove  Mining  District,  Volcano  Mining  District  and  Indian  Hot 
Springs  Jasper  Claims  are  not  significantly  impacted  by  this  alternative. 
These  are  the  only  areas  that  have  had  extensive  mining  activity. 
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Based  on  the  presently  known  mining  activity  and  mineral  potential  and 
the  above  analysis,  the  overall  impacts  of  this  alternative  on  the 
availability  of  locatable  minerals  is  considered  to  be  insignificant. 

Mineral  Materials 

According  to  the  Agricultural  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  1.7  miles 
of  gravel  road  would  be  needed  for  each  section  of  new  farmland.   Based  on 
road  district  standards  of  a  34  foot  wide  running  surface  8"  deep,  this 
alternative  would  require  an  increase  in  materials  production  of  1,885,665 
cubic  yards.   This  production  would  take  22.9  years  at  present  production 
rates  excluding  existing  production. 

County  road  building  and  maintenance  over  the  past  three  years  has 
required  an  average  yearly  production  of  82,307  cubic  yards.   The  existing 
sites  can  in  some  areas  meet  the  increased  demand.   Reserves  at  all  the 
sites  would  be  substantially  depleted  in  the  long  term  (20  years).   The 
additional  materials  needed  to  build  and  then  maintain  the  new  roads  for  the 
farms  is  expected  to  be  a  highly  significant  factor  in  this  depletion  of  a 
finite  resource. 

To  meet  the  long  term  needs  (20  years)  new  sites  would  have  to  be 
developed  to  replace  depleted  existing  sites  and  allow  for  shorter  haul 
distances.   The  Bureaus  ability  to  meet  these  needs  have  allowed  local 
highway  districts  to  keep  operating  costs  down.   Within  the  time  frame  of 
this  plan,  haulage  costs  would  increase  along  with  the  demand  for  more  and 
better  roads.   This  would  also  add  to  the  demand  for  new  sites  and  will 
increase  depletion  at  existing  sites. 

The  Bureau  may  not  be  able  to  meet  these  needs  within  the  time  frame  of 
this  plan.   A  significant  decrease  in  the  Bureau's  ability  and  flexibility 
in  meeting  these  material  demands  would  result  under  this  alternative.   The 
highway  districts  would  have  to  increase  their  work  force  and  equipment 
purchases  to  meet  the  workload  and  would  have  to  turn  to  private  material 
sources  and  to  crushing  to  obtain  materials.   Both  would  add  significantly 
to  the  counties  tax  requirements. 


Forest  Management 

Impacts  to  forest  management  would  be  the  same  as  those  described  for 
Alternative  A.   The  1,143  acres  of  commercial  forest  land  available  for 
harvest  would  yield  a  total  volume  of  1,540  million  board  feet  over  the  next 
20  years. 


4-46 


Alternative  B 


Economics 


Crop  Agriculture 


This  alternative  would  lead  to  development  for  irrigated  agriculture  of 
155,726  acres.   Of  this,  a  maximum  of  142,194  acres  would  be  disposed  of 
through  the  Desert  Land  or  Carey  Acts  while  5,096  acres  would  be  considered 
for  disposal  through  exchanges,  496  acres  through  public  sales  and  7,940 
through  either  sale  or  exchange. 

The  total  cost  ^of  electricity  either  used  for  pumping  or  last  from 
downstream  generation  would  be  $52.8  million.   Irrigators  would  pay  16%  or 
$8.5  million  while  other  electricity  consumers  in  the  Columbia  River  system 
would  pay  84%  or  $44.4  million. 

The  production  of  crops  resulting  from  agricultural  development  would 
range  from  71%  of  current  three-county  production  in  barley  to  113%  of 
current  production  in  sugar  beets.   The  increase  in  potato  production  of 
11.0  million  cwt  would  increase  national  production  by  3.5%,  decreasing 
prices  by  22.8%.  Assuming  90%  of  new  potato  production,  simply  displaces 
production  elsewhere,  then  the  net  addition  to  potato  production  would  be 
1.1  million  cwt  or  0.3%  of  national  production.   Although  this  increase  in 
potato  production  (and  other  crops)  would  have  a  redistributional  effect 
both  locally  and  in  the  nation,  the  net  effect  on  production  and  prices 
would  be  minimal. 

The  one-time  costs  of  installing  water  delivery  and  irrigation  systems 
would  be  $101.9  million.   Annual  expenditures  for  seed,  fertilizer, 
herbicides,  and  fungicides  would  be  $23.9  million.   Annual  fuel  costs  for 
tractors  and  equipment  would  be  $5.2  million. 

Farm  income  would  increase  $6.6  million  locally  and  decrease  by  $5.9 
million  nationally.   Farm  suppliers  would  realize  a  local  income  gain  of 
$26.1  million  and  a  national  loss  of  $23.5  million.   Ranchers  currently 
using  the  area  to  graze  livestock  would  lose  $150,000  in  income  and  ranch 
suppliers  would  lose  $250,000.   The  net  income  change  as  a  result  of  the 
agricultural  development  in  this  alternative  would  be  an  annual  loss  of 
$41.5  million  (based  on  a  net  gain  of  $2.9  million  to  farmers,  ranchers  and 
suppliers  and  a  loss  of  $44.4  million  to  nonirrigator  rate  payers).   In 
addition  ranchers  would  lose  capital  value  due  to  lost  grazing  privileges  of 
between  $1.9  million  and  $8.2  million.   A  total  of  32,863  AUMs  of  grazing 
would  be  lost  to  agricultural  development. 

Farm  employment  would  increase  locally  by  970  while  declining  873 
nationally.   Farm  supply  industries  would  gain  3,742  jobs  locally  while 
losing  3,368  nationally.   Ranch  employment  would  decline  by  22  and  ranch 
supply  jobs  would  decrease  by  36.   The  net  employment  change  would  be  a  gain 
of  413  jobs. 
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Livestock 

Short-term  stocking  rates  would  increase  by  40,100  AUMs  raising  to  an 
increase  of  170,200  AUMs  in  the  long-term.   The  range  improvements  necessary 
for  this  level  of  stocking  would  cost  $3.2  million.   Table  4-6  shows  the 
impacts  by  size  group  of  the  long-term  increases  in  stocking  rates.   These 
increases  include  the  reductions  identified  as  resulting  from  agricultural 
development. 

Table  4-6 

Direct  Income  and  Employment  Changes 

Alternative  B 


Size     Long-term     Change     Income    Employment 
1  Group  1  Stocking  Rates |   In  Use     Change      Change 

1   1        30,318   I  +  15,393  1  $  70,192  1    10.1 
1   2   1    102,794   1  +  52,190  1   237,986  1    34.2    1 
1   3   1    179,119   1  +  90,940  1   414,686  1    59.5    1 
1   4   1     22,949   1  +  11,651     53,129  1     7.6    1 

I  TOTAL      335,180     +170,174   $775,993     111.4    1 

In  addition  there  would  be  secondary  income  and  employment  gains  in  the 
long-term)  of  $1,291,600  and  185  jobs. 

Changes  in  the  grazing  fee  distribution  would  be  as  follows: 


Range  Improvement  Fund 
Federal  Treasury 
State  of  Idaho 
TOTAL 


+  $170,174 
+  $127,631 
+  $42,543 
+  $340,348 


The  total  capital  value  of  the  AUMs  gained  would  amount  to  between  $9.6 
million  and  $42.5  million. 

Recreation 

By  the  end  of  20  years  hunting  and  fishing  activity  occasions  in  the  RMP 
area  would  increase  by  75,000  (37,500  activity  occasions  each).   This  would 
translate  into  direct  income  of  $353,000  and  total  income  of  $798,600.   This 
would  be  an  increase  of  37%  from  current  RMP  area  hunting  and  fishing  income 
and  would  constitute  26%  of  current  three-county  hunting  and  fishing  income. 

By  the  end  of  20  years  direct  employment  in  the  RMP  area  resulting  from 
hunting  and  fishing  would  increase  by  50.   Total  employment  would  increase 
by  114  or  an  increase  of  37%  from  current  levels.   This  would  represent  29% 
of  the  current  three-county  hunting  and  fishing  employment. 

There  would  be  a  1,375,000  activity  occasion  increase  in  other  types  of 
outdoor  recreation  in  the  RMP  area  by  the  end  of  20  years.   This  would  be  an 
increase  of  75%  from  current  levels.   As  was  identified  in  Chapter  3,  this 
type  of  activity  does  not  have  any  valuation  studies  which  can  be  used  to 
place  a  value  on  this  activity. 


4-48 


Alternative  B 


Summary 

This  alternative  would  have  large  income  and  employment  benefits  from 
agricultural  development,  recreation  and  livestock  grazing.   The  net  income 
change  would  be  a  gain  of  $6.2  million  (including  livestock  losses  due  to 
Ag.  Dev. ) .   Expenditures  for  seed,  fertilizer,  fuel,  etc.  for  Ag.  Dev.  would 
amount  to  $29  million  annually.   The  annual  cost  of  electric  power  for 
pumping  would  be  $52.8  million  of  which  84%  would  be  paid  for  by 
nonirrigators.   Net  employment  change  would  be  a  gain  of  881  jobs.  Grazing 
fee  collections  would  increase  by  $340,000.   The  capital  value  of  AUMs 
gained  would  range  from  $9.6  to  $42.5  million. 


4-49 


Alternative  C 


Lands 


Land  transfers  for  this  alternative  would  consist  of  a  maximum  of  1,240 
acres  for  sale,  9,605  acres  for  sale  or  exchange,  6,080  acres  for  exchange 
and  73,481  acres  for  agricultural  entry  (Desert  Land  Entry  and  Carey  Act). 

The  development  of  73,481  acres  for  agricultural  entry  would  require 
1,491  cfs  of  water.   It  is  anticipated  that  of  the  1,240  acres  proposed  for 
sale,  40%  would  be  developed  for  agricultural  use,  of  the  9,605  acres  in  the 
sale  or  exchange  category,  85%  would  be  developed  for  agricultural  use,  and 
of  the  3,200  acres  proposed  for  exchange,  32%  would  be  developed  for 
agricultural  use.   This  would  require  an  additional  210  cfs  of  water.   Of 
the  total  of  1,701  cfs  (228,456  acres/feet)  needed  to  irrigate  these  lands, 
approximately  90  percent  would  come  from  the  Snake  River. 

Retention  of  a  wild  horse  area  would  result  in  rejection  of  Desert  Land 
Entry  and  Carey  Act  applications  on  39,088  acres. 

Land  transfer,  primarily  for  agricultural  use,  would  result  in  an 
increase  in  occupancy,  agricultural  and  right-of-way  trespass.   It  is 
estimated  that  14  cases  per  year  would  be  discovered  an  at  average 
administrative  cost  of  $1,250  per  case  for  a  total  cost  of  $17,500  per  year. 

Transfer  of  land  by  sale  would  generate  approximately  $843,750  of  revenue 
for  the  federal  government  at  an  average  price  of  $150  per  acre.  The  lands 
proposed  for  transfer  by  sale  or  exchange  were  selected  primarily  because 
their  disposal  would  reduce  problem  management  areas  and  consolidate  land 
ownership  patterns,  thereby  improving  management  and  reducing  management 
costs. 

Rights-of-way  would  be  precluded  or  restricted  on  234,641  acres  (227,853 
JRA,  15,788  BRA)  of  public  land  if  they  would  conflict  with  proposed 
wilderness,  areas  of  critical  environmental  concern,  the  Bruneau/Jarbidge 
Wild  and  Scenic  River  proposal,  Birds  of  Prey  Essential  Nesting  Habitat, 
Oregon  Trail,  and/or  the  Saylor  Creek  Gunnery  Range. 

This  would  result  in  reduced  right-of-way  flexibility,  which  may 
increase  construction  costs,  particularly  for  major  utility  lines.   The  two 
east-west  powerline  routes  proposed  by  Idaho  Power  Company  and  the  Western 
Power  Council  would  be  eliminated  by  the  Bruneau/Jarbidge  Wild  and  Scenic 
River  designation  or  Bruneau/Jarbidge  Wilderness  Area  and  a  conflict  with 
the  Saylor  Creek  Gunnery  Range.   These  lines  would  have  to  be  realigned  to 
pass  through  moderate  use  areas  with  few  conflicts,  which  would  result  in 
traversing  the  same  basic  corridor  area  as  the  existing  utility  lines.   The 
north-south  proposal  would  be  restricted  somewhat  by  the  Hagerman  Fossil 
Beds,  but  could  probably  be  slightly  rerouted  to  avoid  any  conflicts. 

Disallowance  of  a  water  siphon  through  the  proposed  Salmon  Falls  Creek 
Natural  Area  may  substantially  increase  development  costs  of  the  Desert  Land 
Entry  and  Carey  Act  projects  depending  on  the  extension  of  the  Twin  Falls 
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Canal  for  their  water  supply.   Disallowance  may  also  eliminate  these 
agricultural  development  projects  as  there  may  not  be  a  suitable  crossing 
for  the  siphon  on  private  lands. 

Small  hydro  development  would  be  precluded  in  the  Bruneau/Jarbidge  Wild 
and  Scenic  River,  wilderness  areas,  Salmon  Falls  Creek  Natural  Area  and 
other  areas  designated  as  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern. 


Soil,  Water,  and  Air 


The  erosional  processes  described  for  land  use  actions  in  Alternative  C 
are  the  same  as  described  in  Alternative  A  and  B,  but  the  acreage  and/or 
magnitude  of  the  impact  may  vary  considerably  (Appendix  Table  E-l). 

Proposed  agricultural  development  actions  under  this  Alternative  include 
58,585  acres  of  soils  in  the  high  erosion  hazard  category.   The  impacts 
associated  with  farming  are  discussed  in  Alternative  A. 

Long-term  livestock  use  levels  would  increase  by  73%  in  this  alternative 
as  compared  to  current  levels.   Stocking  rates  would  increase  from  10.2 
ac/AUM  to  5.6  ac/AUM  in  20  years.   The  effects  of  livestock  use  are  as 
described  in  Alternative  A  (Appendix  E,  Figure  E-l,  E-2).   Projected 
increase  in  AUMs  would  occur  as  water  is  developed  in  previously  ungrazed 
seedings.   On-site  soil  disturbance  will  increase  on  these  areas,  but  due  to 
gentle  slopes  in  most  areas,  off-site  soil  movement  is  not  expected  to 
increase  significantly. 

The  impacts  of  timber  harvest  described  in  Alternative  A  would  occur  on 
the  1,086  acres  available  for  harvest. 

Mineral  exploration  and  associated  development  would  occur  on  about  1.5 
million  acres.   The  impacts  are  the  same  as  discussed  in  Alternative  A. 

The  effects  of  ORV  use  as  described  in  Alternative  A  would  occur  on 
about  1.2  million  acres.   ORV  use  is  currently  light.   No  increases  in  use 
are  anticipated  with  this  alternative,  therefore  no  increases  in  erosion 
over  current  levels  are  expected. 

Management  of  the  entire  resource  area  as  a  full  suppression  area  would 
reduce  the  total  acres  burned  which  would  reduce  erosion. 

Riparian/fisheries  habitat  improvement  as  discussed  in  Alternative  B 
would  occur  on  70  stream  miles. 

Range  proposed  vegetation  manipulation  would  occur  on  303,990  acres. 
The  impacts  of  vegetation  manipulation  are  the  same  as  described  in 
Alternative  B. 

An  estimated  42,950  acres  of  rangeland  in  poor  or  fair  ecological 
condition  is  expected  to  improve  an  ecological  condition  class  through 
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implementation  of  grazing  systems.   Improved  ecological  condition  would 
result  in  increased  vegetation  cover  and  decreased  runoff  and  erosion. 

Vegetation  manipulation  to  improve  wildlife  habitat  is  proposed  on  15,200 
acres.   Treatments  would  include  seeding  poor  condition  range  with  native 
vegetation  species,  interseeding  existing  monocultures  of  crested  wheatgrass 
with  forbs  and  shrubs,  and  seeding  old  burns  with  native  plants  species. 
Soil  disturbance  caused  by  seeding  would  result  in  a  short-term  increase  in 
off -site  soil  movement.  As  new  seedlings  become  established,  vegetation 
cover  would  increase  resulting  in  a  long-term  reduction  in  off-site  soil 
movement.   Seeding  mixtures  including  forbs  and  shrubs  would  increase  plant 
species  diversity  which  would  result  in  increased  nutrient  cycling  and 
improved  soil  productivity. 

A  decrease  in  soil  erosion  associated  with  agricultural  irrigation  in 
MUA-8  is  anticipated  as  a  watershed  activity  plan  is  implemented  to  protect 
paleontologic  resources  in  the  Hagerman  Fossil  Beds.  Designating  this  area 
as  an  ACEC,  which  establishes  the  commitment  to  reducing  erosion  by 
eliminating  grazing  use,  ORV  use  and  other  site  disturbing  activities,  would 
further  reduce  erosion  within  the  area. 

See  aquatic  habitat  section  for  additional  discussion  of  water  quality. 


Range  Resources 


Under  this  alternative,  livestock  forage  levels  would  be  increased  in  the 
short-term  approximately  8%  (165,006  AUMs  to  178,319  AUMs)  over  current 
authorized  5  year  average  use  levels.   In  the  long-term,  livestock  use  would 
increase  by  73%  (165,006  AUMs  to  285,150  AUMs). 

Fencing  and  water  developments  would  make  available  57,021  AUMs  of 
livestock  forage.   Proposed  brush  control  and  seeding  projects  would  increase 
forage  production  by  81,369  AUMs.   Improvement  in  overall  range  condition  as 
a  result  of  the  implementation  of  grazing  systems  would  increase  forage 
production  by  7,619  AUMs  (Appendix  Table  F-l).   The  anticipated 
rehabilitation  of  wildfires  that  are  expected  to  occur  over  the  next  20  years 
would  produce  an  additional  20,000-30,000  AUMs. 

The  proposed  seedings  would  be  recommended  for  areas  in  poor  range 
condition  with  high  potential  soils.   Prescribed  burning  would  be  recommended 
for  areas  in  fair  or  better  condition  that  have  potential  for  increasing 
livestock  forage  levels  due  to  decreased  competition  from  sagebrush. 
Spraying  of  sagebrush  areas  may  occur  on  some  sites  that  have  existing 
seedings  that  are  being  invaded  heavily  by  sagebrush  or  other  competing 
shrubs  and  or  sites  that  would  improve  livestock  forage  levels  due  to 
decreased  sagebrush  competition. 

Long-term  improvement  in  native  range  ecological  condition  is  expected  in 
MUA's  2,  14,  15,  and  16.   Approximately  2,950  acres  would  improve  from  poor 
to  fair  or  better  condition  and  40,000  acres  would  improve  from  fair  to  good 
or  better  condition.   The  native  rangeland  in  the  remaining  MUA's  is  expected 
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to  remain  in  the  present  condition  because  of  site  potentials,  current 
species  composition,  and  climatic  factors  (see  Discussion  under  Alternative 
A).  Land  treatments  on  approximately  300,000  acres  would  greatly  improve 
grass  and  forb  productivity  when  sagebrush  is  reduced. 

Reducing  the  amount  of  forage  use  made  by  livestock  in  the  spring  season 
in  MUA  2  and  increasing  the  amount  made  in  fall  would  result  in  a  short-term 
increase  in  plant  vigor  of  native  forage  species  and  reduced  competition  with 
wintering  mule  deer.  Long-term  impacts  include  more  vigorous  perennial 
native  forage  plants,  increased  surface  litter,  greater  forage  yields,  and 
increased  potential  to  improve  areas  from  fair  to  good  condition.   Small 
portions  of  the  area  (3%)  in  poor  condition  may  improve  to  fair  or  better 
condition  class  if  significant  remnants  of  the  perennial  native  plants  are 
remaining. 

Agricultural  development  would  reduce  available  livestock  AUMs  primarily 
in  MUA's  3,  6  and  7.  Land  transfer  of  91,446  acres  would  remove  15,538  AUMs 
from  current  available  levels  in  the  total  area.  Due  to  existing  forage 
excesses  in  MUA's  6  and  7  reductions  that  may  occur  would  be  short-term. 
Additional  structural  improvements  (fencing  and  water  developments)  would 
make  the  forage  suitable  for  use  by  livestock. 

Threatened,  Endangered  and  Sensitive  Plant  Species 

Threatened,  endangered  and  sensitive  plant  species  would  be  enhanced  by 
Alternative  C.   The  Bruneau/Jarbidge  ACEC  area  would  assure  the  continual 
existence  of  several  sensitive  species.   Under  Alternative  C  some  sensitive 
species  might  increase  in  numbers  and  size  of  their  range. 

Wild  Horses 

Horse  populations  would  remain  substantially  the  same  in  this  alternative 
as  shown  in  Alternative  A.   Short-term  impacts  are  negligible  in  this 
alternative.   Some  benefits  from  additional  water  system  development  in  the 
Saylor  Creek  herd  area  would  be  expected.   Additional  water  locations  in  herd 
areas  will  provide  better  horse  distribution  during  the  period  from  May  to 
October.   It  will  reduce  competition  at  the  existing  watering  areas. 

Agricultural  development  would  reduce  the  Saylor  Creek  Herd  area  by 
22,887  acres.   The  remaining  area  (83,582  acres)  is  considered  to  be  the 
minimal  area  needed  to  retain  the  existing  viable  herd  population  with 
considerations  for  upward  population  fluctuations  prior  to  gatherings, 
increased  competition  for  forage  from  livestock  displaced  by  agricultural 
development  on  an  adjacent  40,136  acres  (some  areas  remaining  in  federal 
ownership  would  be  made  inaccessible  to  horses  by  farm  development),  and 
enough  area  remaining  to  maintain  their  wild  and  free  roaming  status. 


Terrestrial  Wildlife 

In  this,  the  preferred  alternative,  long-term  livestock  use  would 
increase  73%  above  current  stocking  rates.  At  the  end  of  20  years  285,150 
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AUMs  would  be  harvested  by  livestock  each  year.   The  greatest  increase  in 
AUM  use  would  occur  in  MUAs  6,  7,  11  and  12.   No  increases  are  called  for  on 
crucial  mule  deer  winter  range.   The  increases  in  livestock  AUMs  are  tied 
primarily  to  303,990  acres  of  range  improvements  on  which  only  25%  of  the 
increased  forage  production  would  be  allocated  to  livestock.   Impact  to  big 
game  would  be  reduced  in  Alternative  C.   In  MUA  2  crucial  winter-spring 
habitat  would  receive  special  management.   Spring  use  by  livestock  would  be 
reduced  25%.   In  addition,  overall  grazing  pressure  in  this  MUA  would  decline 
37%  from  current  use.   Priority  habitat  improvement  projects  for  mule  deer 
and  elk  would  encompass  3,000  acres  in  this  MUA.   Ecological  condition  would 
improve  slightly  in  bighorn  habitat,  pronghorn  crucial  winter  range,  mule 
deer  crucial  winter  range  and  sage  grouse  nesting  habitat  (Figures  4-1,  4-2, 
4-3,  and  4-4).   Forty  thousand  acres  of  habitat  in  fair  ecological  condition 
is  expected  to  improve  on  the  Jarbidge  uplands  in  MUAs  10,  15  and  16  and  on 
Bennett  Mountain  in  MUA  2.   This  improvement  would  greatly  benefit  mule  deer 
and  elk.   In  addition  wildlife  generated  habitat  improvement  projects 
proposed  in  Alternative  C  will  result  in  18,200  acres  of  improvements  in  key 
wildlife  habitats  (Appendix  Table  G-l).   In  addition  to  these  treatment 
acreages,  approximately  10,000  acres  of  mule  deer  habitat  and  10,000  acres 
of  sage  grouse  habitat  would  be  treated  for  the  primary  benefit  of  these 
wildlife  species.   This  20,000  acres  is  a  portion  of  the  2%  land  treatment 
acreage.   Moderate  population  gains  would  be  expected  for  mule  deer. 

As  in  Alternative  A  bighorn  sheep  populations  would  achieve  the 
reasonable  goal  in  20  years. 

Pronghorn  habitat  would  improve  slightly  over  existing  condition  (Figure 
4-3).   As  in  Alternative  A  impacts  are  the  same  and  reasonable  population 
goals  would  be  met. 

The  elk  population  on  Bennett  Mountain  should  also  reach  the  reasonable 
long-term  population  goal.   The  lack  of  grazing  increase  in  MUA  2  coupled 
with  the  improvement  in  fair  ecological  condition  and  the  improvement  of  key 
acres  by  the  wildlife  program  makes  this  possible. 

Sage  grouse  habitat  would  improve  slightly  from  the  current  situation 
(Figure  4-4).   The  assessment  made  in  Alternative  A  still  applies. 
Approximately  50%  of  the  existing  nesting  habitat  remains  in  poor  ecological 
condition.  A  small  portion  of  the  nesting  habitat  in  MUA  15  would  improve 
to  good  condition  but  nesting  areas  in  MUAs  11,  12  and  13  would  remain 
unchanged.   Proposed  range  and  wildlife  projects  would  benefit  sage  grouse 
nesting  habitat  on  approximately  20,000  acres.   The  management  guidance 
common  to  all  alternatives  should  result  in  a  slower  loss  of  nesting  habitat 
and  an  improvement  in  existing  habitat.   Including  a  mixture  of  grasses, 
forbs  and  shrubs  in  vegetation  manipulation  projects  and  wildfire 
rehabilitation  projects  would  improve  habitat  for  sage  grouse. 

The  agricultural  development  in  Alternative  C  would  cause  the  same 
wildlife  impacts  identified  in  Alternative  A.   Minor  impacts  are  predicted 
on  big  game.   Major  impacts  accrue  to  nongame  wildlife  tied  to  the  sagebrush 
habitat  (see  Alternative  A).   In  Alternative  C  agricultural  development 
would  eliminate  16,500  acres  of  native  habitat.   This  is  24%  of  the  native 
habitat  within  a  8  mile  radius  of  the  Snake  River  from  Sparlin  Island 
upstream  to  Hagerman.   Implementation  of  Alternative  C  would  increase  the 
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magnitude  and  intensity  of  adverse  impacts  to  raptors  dependent  upon  the 
native  shrub/grassland  habitat.   The  impacts  to  raptors  in  this  alternative 
would  be  the  same  as  those  identified  in  Alternative  A.   The  narrative  in 
Alternative  A  describes  the  impacts  to  raptors,  small  mammals,  birds  and 
reptiles.   Thirty-thousand  and  eight  hundred  acres  of  new  pheasant  habitat 
would  be  created  adjacent  to  the  proposed  farm  land.   Future  establishment 
of  sage  grouse  and  pronghorn  is  also  foregone. 

The  most  important  impact  is  the  loss  of  habitat  supporting  20  to  25 
pairs  of  long-billed  curlews. 

Of  the  16,925  acres  for  sale  or  exchange,  wildlife  losses  are  expected 
to  be  minimal.   On  site  inventories  of  each  proposed  land  action  should 
identify  land  parcels  which  should  be  retained. 

Agricultural  trespass  on  Sikes  Act  wildlife  tracts  would  be  expected 
with  additional  agricultural  development.   Such  trespass  would  only  displace 
upland  and  nongame  in  the  short  term. 

Range  improvement  projects  are  guided  by  management  guidelines  common  to 
all  alternatives  and  thus  should  result  in  minimal  impacts  to  wildlife. 

See  Alternative  A  for  the  impact  of  utility  corridors  on  wildlife. 

Mineral  exploration  and  development  would  result  in  minimal  impacts  to 
wildlife  in  Alternative  C.   The  rational  can  be  read  in  the  Alternative  A 
narrative . 

In  this  alternative  Salmon  Falls  Creek  is  proposed  as  an  Outstanding 
Natural  Area.   This  designation  would  prevent  further  development  of  roads, 
pump  sites,  utility  lines  and  small  hydros.   The  result  would  be  the 
protection  of  wildlife  found  in  the  canyon. 

The  Bruneau/Jarbidge  River  complex  is  proposed  as  an  ACEC  in  this 
alternative.   Included  in  the  84,111  acres  is  the  existing  bighorn  sheep 
habitat.   The  designation  will  prevent  future  development  in  the  canyon  that 
would  impair  the  bighorn  population. 

Maintenance  of  the  wild  horse  herd  would  result  in  minimal  impact  to 
wildlife.   The  impacts  are  the  same  as  shown  in  Alternative  A. 

Impacts  to  wildlife  by  timber  harvest  are  identical  to  those  identified 
in  Alternative  A.   Impacts  generally  would  be  minimal. 

With  full  fire  suppression,  loss  of  sage  grouse  nesting  habitat  would 
decrease  5-10%  from  acreage  displayed  in  Alternative  B  under  limited 
suppression. 

The  occupancy  stipulations  developed  in  Table  2,  page  92  protect 
important  species  of  wildlife  on  823,980  acres.   Habitat  and  seasonal  life 
cycles  are  protected. 
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The  ORV  closure  on  126,524  acres  of  the  resource  area  should  benefit  big 
game,  upland  and  nongame.   No  population  increases  will  be  expected  from 
such  protection. 

The  70  miles  of  stream  with  fencing/riparian  management  would  greatly 
benefit  wildlife.   Benefits  to  wildlife  can  be  examined  in  Alternative  B. 

Forty-five  AMPs  have  been  proposed  for  development  in  Alternative  C. 
Impacts  to  wildlife  are  unknown,  the  same  as  shown  in  Alternative  B. 

Alternative  C  would  result  in  the  achievement  of  reasonable  numbers  for 
all  big  game  species  in  the  planning  period. 

Agricultural  development  would  result  in  the  loss  of  24  percent  of  the 
native  forage  habitat  supporting  prey  for  birds  of  prey  adjacent  to  the 
Snake  River.   Birds  of  prey  would  decline  due  to  the  elimination  of  their 
food  supply. 


Riparian  Habitat 


Under  this  alternative,  decreases  in  stocking  levels  as  compared  to 
Alternative  B  are  proposed  in  management  units  1,  2,  13,  14,  15,  and  16. 
Adverse  impacts  to  riparian/aquatic  habitat  would  be  reduced  generally,  and 
with  proposed  fencing/riparian  management  recommendations  (53  of  the  70 
total  miles  proposed  for  fencing  were  for  riparian  habitat  improvement), 
habitat  condition  would  improve  (Table  4-7). 

Long-term  adverse  impacts  to  riparian/aquatic  habitat  from  timber 
harvest  in  the  Bennett  Mountain  and  Anderson  Ranch  units  would  be  minimized 
by  utilizing  a  150  ft.  minimum  buffer  zone  on  all  drainages,  and  adhering  to 
standard  operation  procedures  for  timber  harvest. 

Management  of  the  entire  resource  under  full  suppression  management 
would  reduce  the  acreage  burned  and  ensure  maximum  protection  of  riparian 
habitat. 

Table  4-7 
20-Year  Projected  Riparian  Habitat  Condition  (Alt.  C) 


iMiles  with 
1   Total   |        I  Improvement | 
1  Habitat  Condition  I   Miles      %     Potential  I   %   | 

I  Poor           1    53    |    14   1     11    I    9  I 
1  Fair           I    124    |    34   |     33    1   28  I 
I  Good           1    181    |    49   I     74    1   63  I 
1  Excell./Unsuit.      12        3   I      0        0  | 

TOTAL      |    370    I   100       118     I  100 
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Aquatic  Habitat 

Impacts  to  aquatic  habitat/water  quality  from  commercial  timber  harvest 
will  be  minimized  by  monitoring  operations  and  establishing  riparian  buffer 
leave  areas. 

A  habitat  condition  improvement  of  51.6  miles  from  existing  poor-fair  to 
the  good-excellent  categories  (Appendix  Table  H-3  and  Figure  4-6  and  4-6a) 
are  results  of  fencing  and  special  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  management 
practices.   This  constitutes  60%  of  stream  miles  in  the  poor  and  fair 
condition  categories  that  have  the  potential  to  improve.   Very  slight 
improvements  within  each  rating  category  resulting  from  livestock,  dispersal 
techniques  would  occur. 

Short  and  long-term  impacts  to  aquatic  habitat/water  quality  from 
minerals  management  would  be  minimized  by  the  observance  of  the  "no  surface 
occupancy"  stipulation  and  related  standard  operating  procedures. 

Small  hydroelectric  facility  development  will  be  excluded  from  the 
Bruneau  and  Jarbidge  Rivers  due  to  the  protection  of  Wild  and  Scenic  River, 
Wilderness  and  ACEC  designations.   Sheep  Creek  will  be  protected  from  hydro 
development  by  WSA  designation.   All  other  streams  will  require  Fish  and 
Game  stipulation. 

Impacts  caused  by  range  fires  would  be  the  same  as  described  in 
Alternative  A,  however,  the  limited  fire  suppression  area  would  be 
eliminated.   This  would  provide  maximum  protection  for  aquatic  habitat. 

Snake  River 

The  6%  increase  in  acreage  of  agricultural  development  in  this 
Alternative  will  not  be  significant  over  impacts  described  in  Alternative  A. 

Water  Quality 

The  water  quality  of  the  Snake  River  would  be  impacted  as  described  in 
Alternative  A.   The  impacts  of  this  alternative  on  the  remaining  streams  for 
the  water  quality  parameters  that  do  not  meet  state  standards  are  as  follows 

Alkalinity,  Iron,  Total  Inorganic  Nitrogen  -  These  parameters  would  not 
change  because  the  source  of  high  levels  is  from  non-BLM  lands  which  would 
not  be  affected  by  this  alternative. 

Amonia  -  Amonia  levels  would  be  reduced  to  within  state  standards  as  a 
result  of  stream  fencing  and  developing  livestock  water  away  from  streams. 

Ortho-phosphate  and  Fecal  Coliform  -  Impacts  would  be  the  same  as 
described  in  Alternative  B. 

Sedimentation  -  Sediment  levels  would  be  reduced  on  the  70  miles  of 
stream  fenced. 
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Fire  Management 

Impacts  on  fire  size  and  occurrence  and  suppression  costs  associated 
with  agricultural  development  would  be  similar  to  those  described  in 
Alternative  A.   A  5-10%  decrease  in  the  acreage  burned  and  a  slight  increase 
in  suppression  costs  would  occur  in  the  current  limited  suppression  area  as 
a  result  of  managing  this  area  under  full  suppression.   Also,  adoption  of 
the  resource  management  guidelines  for  wildfire  rehabilitation  would  reduce 
the  amount  of  wildfire.   As  more  and  more  of  the  resource  area  is  seeded  to 
fire  resistant  species  in  patterns  designed  to  break  up  large  homogeneous 
stands  of  sagebrush  or  cheatgrass,  fire  size  and  occurrence  would  be  reduced 


Recreation 


Lands  available  for  dispersed  recreation  could  be  reduced  by  the  90,406 
acres  of  public  land  recommended  for  disposal.   Use  levels  would  increase 
from  2,050,000  to  3,500,000  activity  occasions  by  the  year  2000. 

ORV  use  would  be  limited  on  373,259  acres  and  closed  on  126,524  acres. 

Primitive  recreation  opportunities  would  be  protected  on  31,410  acres. 
The  balance  of  the  original  WSA  acreage  would  be  affected  as  described  in 
Alternative  A. 

The  following  acreages  would  be  designated  as  SRMAs  and  would  receive 
special  management  emphasis  for  recreation  values. 

Salmon  Falls  Creek  5,600  acres 

Hagerman-Owsley  7,074  acres 

Bruneau/Jarbidge  Rivers  57,000  acres 

Jarbidge  Forks  4,320  acres 

Bennett  Hills  56,678  acres 

Oregon  Trail  14,680  acres 

TOTAL  147,048  acres 

Under  this  alternative  the  acreage  of  the  Hagerman  Site  could  be 
increased  if  land  exchanges  to  acquire  some  private  land  that  overlaps  the 
rim  of  the  unit  were  to  occur.   This  would  enable  the  BLM  to  more 
affectively  manage  the  fossil  resource  for  which  the  area  was  designated. 
The  addition  of  the  Bennett  Hills  area  would  allow  the  BLM  to  study  (with 
Idaho  State  Parks)  recreation  use  during  winter  time  and  design  a  management 
strategy  to  suit  the  needs  of  all  resource  values.   This  alternative  would 
allow  special  recreation  management  for  all  areas  receiving  significant, 
concentrated  recreation  use.   Recreation  use  of  the  Bruneau  and  Jarbidge 
Rivers  would  increase  under  current  trend  levels  as  described  in  Alternative 
B. 
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Visual  Resources 


Visual  impacts  due  to  land  transfer  would  be  of  the  same  nature  as 
described  in  Alternative  A  but  would  occur  on  90,406  acres.   The  impact  of 
potential  utility  development  would  be  the  same  as  described  in  Alternative 
A.   The  impact  of  range  developments  would  be  as  described  in  Alternative  B, 


Cultural  Resources 


Impacts  and  actions  are  the  same  as  those  described  in  Alternative  B 
except  for  the  Arch  Canyon  cultural  resource  site  complex  which  receives 
ACEC  designation  (as  part  of  the  Bruneau-Jarbidge  ACEC)  under  this 
alternative.   ACEC  designation  gives  the  Area  Manager  the  opportunity  to 
implement  special  protection  options  within  this  site  complex  (see  page 
67-71,  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern). 


Paleontologic  Resources 


The  full  impacts  to  the  paleontologic  resources  of  the  Jarbidge  Resource 
Area  are  not  known  as  no  inventory  has  been  completed.   Ten  known 
paleontologic  sites  are  identified  for  possible  transfer  from  federal 
ownership.   The  quantity  of  land  identified  for  transfer  in  this  alternative 
indicates  a  probability  of  loss  or  damage  to  other  known  or  undiscovered 
sites  and  materials. 

The  establishment  of  site  clearances  and  the  completion  of  paleontologic 
resources  inventory  will  mitigate  these  impacts. 

Designation  of  the  Sand  Point  and  Hagerman  sites  as  ACECs  would  allow 
the  Bureau  to  give  full  protection  to  these  highly  significant  localities. 


Wilderness 


Under  this  alternative,  there  are  31,410  acres  of  WSA  lands  which  would 
have  wilderness  characteristics  protected  with  a  congressional  wilderness 
designation  in  portions  of  two  WSAs.   The  designation  would  encompass  the 
Bruneau  River-Sheep  Creek  WSA  (17,929  acres)  and  Jarbidge  River  WSA  (13,481 
acres).   It  is  expected  that  125,499  acres  of  the  WSAs  would  have  wilderness 
characteristics  maintained,  while  83,334  acres  could  have  characteristics 
reduced  or  lost. 
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Bruneau  River-Sheep  Creek  WSA 

There  are  17,929  acres  of  canyons  along  the  Bruneau  River  and  Sheep 
Creek  Canyon  system  where  wilderness  characteristics  would  remain  unchanged. 
The  establishment  of  a  carrying  capacity  for  Whitewater  boating  and  other 
primitive  recreation  opportunities  would  prevent  impacts  to  wilderness 
characteristics  resulting  from  increased  recreation  use. 

There  are  43,406  acres  of  plateau  which  are  expected  to  lose  naturalness 
and  outstanding  opportunities  for  primitive  recreation.  A  loss  of  these 
characteristics  is  expected  to  come  primarily  from  more  vegetation 
treatments.  As  much  as  5,907  acres  could  have  native  vegetation  converted 
to  seedings  of  nonnative  species.  Most  of  this  would  be  outside  the  ACEC  or 
other  identified  bighorn  sheep  habitat  areas  (about  1/2  mile  to  one  mile 
back  from  the  canyon  rimrocks).   Some  seedings  however  could  occur  within 
bighorn  sheep  habitat  in  the  WSA's  northern  neck  to  protect  watershed  values 
on  sandy  soil  sites  following  wildfires.   Consequently,  losses  of  wilderness 
characteristics  would  be  confined  to  the  WSA's  northern  neck  and  to 
peripheral  plateau  areas  outside  the  boundaries  of  bighorn  sheep  habitat. 
About  43,071  acres  of  interior  plateau  should  be  unaffected. 

Increased  semi-primitive  recreation  use  of  the  ways  (two-wheel  tracks) 
leading  to  a  number  of  rimrock  overlook  area  could  also  somewhat  diminish 
naturalness  and  subsequently  opportunities  for  primitive  recreation  by 
increasing  the  visual  impact  of  existing  tracks.   Though  bighorn  sheep 
management  objectives  call  for  limiting  vehicle  traffic  to  existing  roads 
and  trails,  it  would  be  difficult  to  protect  the  northern  neck  of  the  WSA 
from  off-road  vehicle  (ORV)  trespass.  Therefore,  additional  vehicle  tracks 
could  become  established  over  time  and  further  diminish  naturalness  and 
primitive  recreation  opportunities  in  areas  of  bighorn  sheep  habitat  where 
vegetation  treatment  impacts  could  also  occur. 

Should  any  oil  and  gas  development  occur,  the  increase  in  access  roads 
and  other  facilities,  as  well  as  increased  human  activity,  would  cause 
additional  reductions  in  naturalness  and  in  primitive  recreation  and 
solitude  opportunities  outside  bighorn  sheep  habitat. 

Jarbidge  River  WSA 

There  are  13,481  acres  of  canyons  along  the  Jarbidge  and  Bruneau  River 
system  where  wilderness  characteristics  would  remain  unchanged.   The 
establishment  of  a  carrying  capacity  for  Whitewater  boating  or  other 
primitive  recreation  opportunities  would  prevent  impacts  to  wilderness 
characteristics  resulting  from  increased  recreation  use. 

There  are  32,118  acres  of  plateau  outside  bighorn  sheep  habitat  which 
are  expected  to  have  wilderness  characteristics  impacted  as  described  under 
the  Bruneau  River-Sheep  Creek  WSA,  except  there  are  5,664  acres  spread 
throughout  the  plateau  which  could  be  converted  to  nonnative  seedings. 
Additional  reductions  in  naturalness  and  primitive  recreation  opportunities 
could  occur  on  the  northeast  plateau  from  the  construction  of  livestock 
watering  pipelines.  Additional  losses  of  naturalness  and  primitive 
recreation  opportunities  could  also  could  occur  on  the  southeast  plateau 
because  of  increased  semi-primitive  recreation  use.  There  are  24,999  acres 
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of  plateau  within  bighorn  sheep  habitat  which  would  not  be  affected. 
However,  4,520  acres  within  bighorn  sheep  habitat  could  be  impacted  from 
semi-primitive  recreation  use  along  the  southeast  plateau. 

King  Hill  Creek  WSA 

The  majority  of  the  WSA  (26,019  acres)  would  have  wilderness 
characteristics  maintained.   There  are  2,920  acres  along  the  northern 
boundary  of  the  WSA  contained  in  several  narrow  land  configurations  where 
high  quality  wilderness  characteristics  (solitude  and  primitive  recreation 
opportunities)  are  currently  lacking  or  where  characteristics  could  be 
diminished  by  the  external  influence  of  vehicle  traffic  along  the  WSA's 
northwestern  boundary  road  or  from  adjacent  private  land  uses. 

There  are  1,008  acres  of  potential  rangeland  drill  seedings  concentrated 
in  two  areas  which  would  cause  localized  reductions  in  naturalness  and 
primitive  recreation  opportunities.   The  narrowly  configurated  northwest 
corner  of  the  WSA  would  contain  638  impacted  acres  while  the  southwest 
portion  of  the  WSA  would  contain  the  remaining  370  acres. 


Energy  and  Minerals 


Oil  and  Gas 


Eighty-seven  percent  of  the  resource  area  will  remain  available  for 
leasing  under  this  alternative.   The  major  areas  closed  to  leasing  are  the 
existing  withdrawals  amounting  to  approximately  138,643  acres  and  the 
wilderness  areas  amounting  to  approximately  31,410  acres. 

The  102,746  acre  Saylor  Creek  Bombing  and  Gunnery  Range  represents  the 
greatest  impact  to  leasing  as  it  is  almost  entirely  surrounded  by  leases. 
Although  the  area  has  been  classified  as  prospectively  valuable  by  the 
U.S.G.S,  the  actual  potential  is  considered  to  be  low. 

The  proposed  wilderness  areas  have  not  had  any  significant  leasing 
interest  shown  in  it  and  is  considered  to  have  low  potential. 

The  impacts  of  land  transfer  and  the  creation  of  a  split  estate  are 
addressed  by  the  State  Office  leasing  mineral  specialists  when  they  perform 
their  mineral  assessment  of  the  identified  lands.   It  has  generally  been 
held  that  the  land  transfer  will  not  interfere  with  development.   Ninety-one 
thousand,  four  hundred  and  forty-six  acres  are  identified  for  transfer  out 
of  federal  ownership  in  this  alternative. 

The  major  areas  proposed  to  have  no  surface  occupancy  stipulations  are 
cultural  and  paleontologic  sites,  the  Birds  of  Prey  essential  nesting  areas 
and  areas  within  500  feet  of  streams  or  reservoirs.   These  areas  can  be 
reached  by  slant  drilling  should  oil  or  gas  be  discovered  in  the  vicinity. 

There  are  823,980  acres  of  land  that  would  have  seasonal  occupancy 
stipulations  on  them  to  protect  wildlife.  All  of  the  curlew  area  and  a 
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small  part  of  the  crucial  winter  range  for  mule  deer,  antelope  winter  range 
and  sage  grouse  areas  affect  existing  leases  and  lease  applications.   The 
impact  on  access  to  leased  lands  is  considered  to  be  insignificant. 

Based  on  the  lack  of  any  commercial  oil  or  gas  wells  in  Idaho,  the  five 
dry  holes  in  the  resource  area,  the  low  potential  of  the  area,  low  industry 
interest  and  the  above  analysis,  the  overall  impacts  of  this  alternative  on 
the  availability  of  oil  or  gas  leasing  and  development  is  considered  to  be 
minimal . 

Geothermal 

Eighty-seven  percent  of  the  resource  area  will  remain  available  for 
leasing  under  this  alternative.   The  major  areas  closed  to  leasing  are  the 
existing  withdrawals  amounting  to  138,643  acres  and  the  wilderness  area  of 
approximately  31,410  acres. 

None  of  the  lands  within  the  Known  Geothermal  Resource  Areas,  both  state 
and  federally  classified,  are  affected  by  the  Saylor  Creek  Bombing  and 
Gunnery  Range  withdrawal  (102,746  acres).  Approximately  400  acres  of  the 
state  classified  lands  are  within  the  Bruneau  River  WSA. 

Of  the  approximately  117,760  acres  of  land  identified  as  Geothermal 
Resource  Areas,  1,240  acres  have  been  identified  for  transfer  from  federal 
ownership.   Four  hundred  and  eighty  of  these  acres  are  within  the  federally 
classified  KGRA's  (8,860  acres). 

The  impacts  of  land  transfer  and  the  creation  of  a  split  estate  are 
addressed  by  the  State  Office  leasing  mineral  specialists  when  they  perform 
their  mineral  assessment  of  the  identified  lands.   It  has  generally  been 
held  that  the  land  transfer  will  not  interfere  with  development. 

The  major  areas  proposed  to  have  no  surface  occupancy  stipulations  are 
cultural  and  paleontologic  sites  and  areas  within  500  feet  of  streams  or 
reservoirs.   These  areas  can  be  developed  off  site  and  do  not  significantly 
affect  the  availability  of  the  resource. 

823,980  acres  of  land  will  have  seasonal  occupancy  stipulations  on  them 
to  protect  wildlife.   The  sage  grouse  stipulations  affect  the  existing 
leases  in  the  Mt.  Bennett  Hills  area.   This  has  not  been  a  significant 
problem  to  the  development  of  the  leases  and  is  not  expected  to  be. 

Based  on  the  lack  of  commercial  development  of  geothermal  steam  in  Idaho 
for  energy  production,  the  lack  of  information  on  the  reservoirs  involved, 
the  substantial  decrease  in  industry  interest,  the  isolation  of  the  KGRA's 
and  the  above  analysis,  the  overall  impacts  of  this  alternative  on  the 
availability  of  geothermal  energy  is  considered  to  be  insignificant. 

Mining 

Seventy  nine  percent  of  the  resource  area  will  remain  available  for  the 
location  of  mining  claims  under  this  alternative.   The  major  areas  withdrawn 
from  or  restricting  mineral  location  are  the  existing  withdrawals  amounting 
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to  138,643  acres,  the  wilderness  acres  amounting  to  31,410  acres  and  the 
proposed  land  transfers  of  90,406  acres. 

The  102,746  acre  Saylor  Creek  Bombing  and  Gunnery  Range  represents  the 
largest  block  of  land  that  is  closed  to  mineral  location.   Present  knowledge 
of  this  area  indicates  that  the  potential  for  the  discovery  of  valuable 
locatable  mineral  deposits  is  low. 

Of  the  remaining  35,897  acres  under  withdrawal,  20,914  acres  are  power 
site  withdrawals  which  are  handled  under  the  Mining  Claim  Rights  Restoration 
Act  of  1955  or  are  withdrawals  that  only  affect  land  actions. 

The  proposed  wilderness  areas  have  not  had  any  mining  claim  interest 
except  for  gems tone  materials  in  the  Bruneau  River  Canyon.   The  areas  are 
not  favorable  for  £he  discovery  of  metallic  minerals  and  have  only  a  low  to 
moderate  favorability  for  industrial  minerals  (diatomite).   This  wilderness 
proposal  is  not  considered  to  be  a  significant  restriction  to  the  overall 
availability  of  locatable  minerals. 

Only  lands  that  are  not  mineral  in  character  or  have  no  known  mineral 
potential  will  leave  federal  ownership  unless  the  mineral  estate  is  sold  at 
fair  market  value.   The  transfer  of  lands  that  do  not  have  mineral  potential 
is  not  considered  to  be  a  significant  impact  on  the  availability  of 
locatable  minerals. 

The  Pine  Grove  Mining  District,  Volcano  Mining  District  and  Indian  Hot 
Springs  Jasper  Claims  are  not  significantly  impacted  by  this  alternative. 
These  are  the  only  areas  that  have  had  extensive  mining  activity. 

Based  on  the  presently  known  mining  activity  and  mineral  potential  and 
the  above  analysis,  the  overall  impacts  of  this  alternative  on  the 
availability  of  locatable  minerals  is  considered  to  be  insignificant. 

Mineral  Materials 

The  impacts  from  this  alternative  are  essentially  the  same  as  these  in 
Alternative  A.   See  Alternative  A  for  the  analysis. 


Forest  Management 


Impacts  would  be  the  same  as  described  for  Alternative  A  except  the 
acres  available  for  harvest  are  reduced  by  31  to  provide  additional 
protection  for  riparian  areas.  Adopting  the  allowable  cut  level  for  the  838 
acres  available  for  cutting  would  permit  harvest  of  374  acres  or  a  total 
volume  of  1,454  M  Bdft  over  the  life  of  the  plan. 
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Economics 


Crop  Agriculture 


This  alternative  would  lead  to  development  for  irrigated  agriculture  of 
84,229  acres.   Of  this,  a  maximum  of  74,561  acres  would  be  disposed  of 
through  the  Desert  Land  or  Carey  Acts  while  1,024  acres  would  be  disposed  of 
through  exchanges,  480  acres  through  public  sales,  and  8,164  acres  through 
either  sales  or  exchanges. 

The  total  cost  of  electricity  either  used  for  pumping  or  lost  from 
downstream  generation,  would  be  $28.8  million.   Irrigation  would  pay  16%  or 
$4.6  million  while  other  ratepayers  would  pay  84%  or  $24.2  million. 

The  production  of  crops  resulting  from  agricultural  development  would 
range  from  39  percent  of  current  3-county  production  in  barley  to  61  percent 
of  current  production  in  sugar  beets  (see  Appendix).   The  increase  in  potato 
production  of  6.0  million  cwt  would  increase  national  production  by  1.9%, 
decreasing  prices  by  12.4%.  Assuming  90%  of  new  potato  production  simply 
displaces  production  elsewhere,  then  the  net  addition  to  potato  production 
would  be  600,000  cwt  or  0.2%  of  national  production.  Although  this  increase 
in  potato  (and  other  crop)  production  would  have  or  redistributional  effect 
both  locally  and  nationally,  the  net  effect  on  production  and  prices  would 
be  minimal. 

The  one-time  costs  of  installing  water  delivery  and  irrigation  systems 
would  be  $56  million.  Annual  expenditures  for  seed,  fertilizer,  herbicides, 
and  fungicides  would  be  $13  million.  Annual  fuel  costs  for  tractors  and 
equipment  would  be  $3  million. 

Farm  income  would  increase  $3.6  million  locally  and  decrease  by  $3.2 
million  nationally.   Farm  suppliers  would  realize  a  local  income  gain  of 
$14.3  million  and  a  national  loss  of  $12.8  million.  Ranchers  currently 
using  the  area  would  lose  $71,000  in  income  and  ranch  suppliers  would  lose 
$118,000.  The  net  income  change  as  a  result  of  the  agricultural  development 
in  this  alternative  would  be  an  annual  loss  of  $22.6  million  (based  on  a  net 
gain  of  $1.6  million  to  farmers,  ranchers,  and  suppliers,  and  a  loss  of  $24.2 
million  to  electric  company  ratepayers).   In  addition,  ranchers  would  lose 
capital  value  due  to  lost  grazing  privileges  of  between  $876,000  and 
$3,884,000.  A  total  of  15,536  AUMs  would  be  lost  to  agricultural 
development. 

Farm  employment  would  increase  locally  by  530  while  declining  477 
nationally.   Farm  suppliers  would  gain  2,045  jobs  locally  while  losing  1,840 
nationally.   Ranch  employment  would  decline  by  10  and  ranch  supply  jobs 
would  decrease  by  16.   The  net  employment  change  would  be  a  gain  of  232  jobs. 

Livestock 

Short-term  stocking  rates  would  increase  by  13,300  AUMs  raising  to  an 
increase  of  120,100  AUMs  in  the  long-term.   The  range  improvements  necessary 
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for  this  level  of  stocking  would  cost  $5  million.   Table  4-8  shows  the 
impacts  by  size  group  of  the  long-term  increases  in  stocking  rates.   These 
increases  include  the  reductions  identified  as  resulting  from  agricultural 
development. 

Table  4-8 

Direct  Income  and  Employment  Changes 

Alternative  C 


I  Size     Long-term     Change     Income    Employment  1 
Group  1  Stocking  Rates  1   In  Use     Change      Change 

I   1   I     25,793   1  +  10,868   $  49,558  1     7.1 
j   2   1     87,451   1  +  36,846  1   168,018  1    24.1    1 
I   3   1    152,383   1  +  64,204  I   292,770  1    42.0    1 
I   4   1     19,523   1  +  8,226     37,511  1     5.4 

I  TOTAL      285,150     +120,144   $547,857  I    78.6    1 

In  addition  there  would  be  secondary  income  and  employment  gains  in  the 
long-term)  of  $911,900  and  131  jobs. 

Changes  in  the  grazing  fee  distribution  would  be  as  follows: 


Range  Improvement  Fund 
Federal  Treasury 
State  of  Idaho 
TOTAL 


+  $120,144 
+  $90,108 
+  $30,036 
+  $240,288 


The  total  capital  value  of  the  AUMs  gained  would  amount  to  between  $6.8 
million  and  $30.0  million. 

Recreation 

By  the  end  of  20  years  hunting  and  fishing  activity  occasions  in  the  RMP 
area  would  increase  by  75,000  (37,500  activity  occasions  each).   This  would 
translate  into  direct  income  of  $353,000  and  total  income  of  $798,600.   This 
would  be  an  increase  of  37%  from  current  RMP  area  hunting  and  fishing  income 
and  would  constitute  26%  of  current  three-county  hunting  and  fishing  income. 

By  the  end  of  20  years  direct  employment  in  the  RMP  area  resulting  from 
hunting  and  fishing  would  increase  by  50.   Total  employment  would  increase  by 
114  or  an  increase  of  37%  from  current  levels.   This  would  represent  29%  of 
the  current  three-county  hunting  and  fishing  employment. 

There  would  be  a  1,375,000  activity  occasion  increase  in  other  types  of 
outdoor  recreation  in  the  RMP  area  by  the  end  of  20  years.   This  would  be  an 
increase  of  75%  from  current  levels.  As  was  identified  in  Chapter  3,  this 
type  of  activity  does  not  have  any  valuation  studies  which  can  be  used  to 
place  a  value  on  this  activity. 

Summary 

The  impacts  from  this  alternative  are  almost  identical  to  Alternative  A. 
The  net  income  change  would  be  a  gain  of  $4.0  million  (including  livestock 
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losses  due  to  ag.  dev.).   Expenditures  for  seed,  fertilizer,  fuel,  etc.  would 
be  $16  million  annually.   The  annual  cost  of  electricity  would  be  $28.8 
million  of  which  84%  would  be  paid  by  nonirrigators.   Net  employment  change 
would  be  a  gain  of  582  jobs.   Grazing  fee  collections  would  increase  by 
$240,000.   The  capital  value  of  AUMs  gained  would  range  from  $6.8  to  $30.0 
million. 
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Since  the  management  actions  in  this  alternative  are  the  same  as  those 
described  in  Alternative  C,  except  for  the  wilderness  recommendation  in  the 
King  Hill  WSA  and  the  wilderness  recommendation  on  the  plateaus  of  the 
Jarbidge  River  WSA,  impacts  on  several  resources  do  not  change  significantly 
from  those  described  for  Alternative  C.  These  resource  elements  are: 
riparian  and  aquatic  habitat,  cultural  resources,  visual  resources, 
paleontologic  resources,  and  forest  management. 


Lands 


Impacts  would  be  the  same  as  described  in  Alternative  C  except  that 
rights-of-ways  would  be  precluded  on  an  additional  88,026  acres  of  land 
recommended  as  suitable  for  wilderness.   The  overall  impact  of  this 
additional  restriction  on  utility  development  would  not  be  significantly 
different  than  Alternative  C  because  both  alternatives  include  the  long 
linear  exclusion  area  along  the  Bruneau/ Jarbidge  River  System.   Increased 
costs  of  routing  lines  around  the  area  would  be  the  same  as  in  Alternative  C. 

Small  hydro  development  would  be  precluded  on  streams  in  the  King  Hill 
WSA  in  addition  to  areas  described  in  Alternative  C. 


Soil,  Water,  and  Air 

Impacts  would  be  the  same  as  described  in  Alternative  C  with  the 
following  exceptions.   The  impacts  of  ORV  use  and  mining  and  mineral 
exploration  and  development  would  occur  on  88,026  less  acres  under  this 
alternative  than  in  Alternative  C.  Also,  short  term  impacts  associated  with 
rangeland  improvement  projects  would  occur  on  5,367  less  acres. 


Range  Resources 

Impacts  would  be  the  same  as  those  described  for  Alternative  C  with  the 
following  exceptions.  The  amount  of  land  treatment  within  the  wilderness 
area  would  be  reduced  by  380  acres  in  the  King  Hill  WSA  and  4,987  acres  in 
the  Jarbidge  River  WSA.  Without  treatment,  these  sites  would  remain  in  poor 
ecological  condition  over  the  next  20  years .  Livestock  use  in  this 
alternative  would  be  6,965  AUMs  within  MUA  2  and  5,958  AUMs  within  MUA  10. 
Use  in  other  MUAs  would  be  the  same  as  described  in  Alternative  C  (Appendix 
Table  B-4).   Total  livestock  use  for  the  resource  area  would  be  284,954  AUMs. 
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The  long  term  condition  class  and  production  of  lands  within  MUAs  2  and 
10  are  shown  on  Appendix  Tables  F-l  and  F-3. 


Terrestrial  Wildlife 


Wilderness  designation  of  plateaus  adjacent  to  the  Jarbidge  River  would 
preclude  some  habitat  manipulation  options  in  bighorn  sheep  habitat  (i.e., 
plowing  and  drill  seeding).   Prescribed  burns  would  still  be  a  viable  option 
for  habitat  improvement. 

Maintenance  of  wilderness  characteristics  in  the  King  Hill  WSA  and 
resultant  ORV  closure  would  reduce  human  impact  on  big  game,  upland  and 
nongame . 

Wildlife  populations  would  not  change  significantly  from  levels 
identified  for  Alternative  C. 


Fire  Management 


Impacts  on  fire  size  and  occurrence  and  suppression  costs  would  be 
similar  to  those  described  for  Alternative  C.   Additional  land  managed  as 
wilderness  would  require  special  fire  suppression  techniques  to  be  used  to 
protect  wilderness  values. 


Recreation 


Lands  available  for  dispersed  recreation  could  be  reduced  by  the  90,406 
acres  of  public  land  recommended  for  disposal.  Recreation  use  levels  would 
increase  from  2,050,000  to  3,500,000  activity  occasions  by  the  year  2000. 

ORV  use  would  be  limited  on  296,383  acres  and  closed  on  203,400  acres  in 
the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area.   Approximately  50-100  user  days  of  motorized  ORV 
use  in  the  King  Hill  WSA  and  50-100  user  days  in  the  Jarbidge  WSA  would  be 
displaced  to  surrounding  areas. 

Primitive  recreation  opportunities  would  be  protected  on  the  119,436 
acres  recommended  as  suitable  for  wilderness  and  the  primitive  recreation 
opportunities  could  be  lost  on  the  areas  recommended  as  nonsuitable. 
Recreation  use  levels  would  not  change  significantly  from  current  increasing 
trend  levels. 

Impacts  of  other  management  actions  would  be  the  same  as  described  for 
Alternative  C. 
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Wilderness 


Under  this  alternative,  there  are  119,436  acres  of  WSA  lands  which  would 
have  wilderness  characteristics  managed  under  a  congressional  wilderness 
designation  in  all  or  portions  of  three  WSAs.   The  designation  would  include 
the  canyonlands  of  the  Bruneau  River-Sheep  Creek  WSA,  all  of  the  Jarbidge 
River  WSA  and  most  of  the  King  Hill  Creek  WSA.   It  is  expected  that  153,467 
acres  of  the  WSAs  would  have  wilderness  characteristics  maintained  while 
55,366  acres  could  have  wilderness  characteristics  reduced  or  lost, 
including  some  of  those  lands  within  the  wilderness  designation. 

Bruneau  River-Sheep  Creek  WSA 

Impacts  to  wilderness  characteristics  would  be  as  described  under 
Alternative  C. 

Jarbidge  River  WSA 

The  wilderness  characteristics  of  the  WSA  would  be  maintained  except  in 
the  southeast  plateau  area  (9,040  acres)  where  wilderness  management  could 
not  prevent  losses  of  naturalness  and  primitive  recreation  opportunities  due 
to  increased  semi-primitive  motorized  recreation  activities. 

King  Hill  Creek  WSA 

The  wilderness  characteristics  of  the  WSA  would  be  maintained  on  26,389 
acres.  There  are  2,920  acres  in  several  narrow  land  configurations  along 
the  northern  boundary  of  the  WSA  where  wilderness  management  could  not 
prevent  impacts  to  wilderness  characteristics  (solitude  and  primitive 
recreation  opportunities)  from  the  northwestern  WSA  boundary  road  or  from 
adjacent  private  land  uses.   There  are  also  638  acres  in  the  narrowly 
configurated  northwest  corner  of  the  WSA  where  potential  rangeland  drill 
seedings  could  reduce  naturalness  and  primitive  recreation  opportunities. 


Energy  and  Minerals 


Impacts  would  be  the  same  as  those  described  in  Alternative  C  except 
that  an  additional  88,026  acres  would  not  be  available  for  oil  and  gas 
leasing,  geothermal  development  or  mining.   Based  on  the  lack  of  any 
commercial  development  and  the  low  potential  for  development  within  these 
areas,  the  impacts  on  these  resources  would  be  minimal  or  insignificant. 
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Economics 


The  Impact  of  crop  agriculture  would  be  the  same  as  described  in 
Alternative  C.   The  impact  from  livestock  grazing  proposals  would  be  as 
follows. 

Livestock 

Short-term  stocking  rates  would  increase  by  13,300  AUMs  raising  to  an 
increase  of  120,000  AUMs  in  the  long-term.   The  range  improvements  necessary 
for  this  level  of  stocking  would  cost  $2.4  million.   Table  4-8  shows  the 
impacts  by  size  group  of  the  long-term  increases  in  stocking  rates.   These 
increases  include  the  reductions  identified  as  resulting  from  agricultural 
development. 

Table  4-8 

Direct  Income  and  Employment  Changes 

Alternative  C^ 


Size     Long-term     Change     Income    Employment 
Group  1  Stocking  Rates  1   In  Use     Change      Change 

1   1   1     25,775     +  10,850   $  49,476       7.1 
1   2   1     87,391   1  +  36,786  1   167,744  1    24.1    1 
1   3   1    152,278   I  +  64,100  1   292,296  1    41.9    1 
1   4   1     19,510   1  +  8,212     37,447  1     5.4    1 

ITOTAL      284,954   1  +119,948   $546,963      78.5    1 

In  addition  there  would  be  secondary  income  and  employment  gains  in  the 
long-term)  of  $910,400  and  131  jobs. 

Changes  in  the  grazing  fee  distribution  would  be  as  follows: 


Range  Improvement  Fund 
Federal  Treasury 
State  of  Idaho 
TOTAL 


+  $119,948 
+  $89,961 
+  $29,987 
+  $239,896 


The  total  capital  value  of  the  AUMs  gained  would  amount  to  between  $6.8 
million  and  $30.0  million. 

Recreation 

By  the  end  of  20  years  hunting  and  fishing  activity  occasions  in  the  RMP 
area  would  increase  by  75,000  (37,500  activity  occasions  each).   This  would 
translate  into  direct  income  of  $353,000  and  total  income  of  $798,600.  This 
would  be  an  increase  of  37%  from  current  RMP  area  hunting  and  fishing  income 
and  would  constitute  26%  of  current  three-county  hunting  and  fishing  income. 

By  the  end  of  20  years  direct  employment  in  the  RMP  area  resulting  from 
hunting  and  fishing  would  increase  by  50.   Total  employment  would  increase 
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by  114  or  an  increase  of  37%  from  current  levels.   This  would  represent  29% 
of  the  current  three-county  hunting  and  fishing  employment. 

There  would  be  a  1,375,000  activity  occasion  increase  in  other  types  of 
outdoor  recreation  in  the  RMP  area  by  the  end  of  20  years.   This  would  be 
an  increase  of  75%  from  current  levels.  As  was  identified  in  Chapter  3, 
this  type  of  activity  does  not  have  any  valuation  studies  which  can  be  used 
to  place  a  value  on  this  activity. 

Summary 

The  impacts  from  this  alternative  are  almost  identical  to  Alternative 
A.   The  net  income  change  would  be  a  gain  of  $4.0  million  (including 
livestock  losses  due  to  ag.  dev.).   Expenditures  for  seed,  fertilizer,  fuel, 
etc.  would  be  $16  million  annually.   The  annual  cost  of  electricity  would  be 
$28.8  million  of  which  84%  would  be  paid  by  nonirrigators.  Net  employment 
change  would  be  a  gain  of  582  jobs.  Grazing  fee  collections  would  increase 
by  $240,000.  The  capital  value  of  AUMs  gained  would  range  from  $6.8  to 
$30.0  million. 
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Land  transfers  for  this  alternative  consists  of  a  maximum  of  1,120  acres 
for  sale,  9,605  acres  for  sale  or  exchange,  and  3,115  acres  for  exchange. 
No  lands  would  be  disposed  of  for  agricultural  entry  (Desert  Land  Entry  and 
Carey  Act). 

It  is  anticipated  that  of  the  1,120  acres  proposed  for  sale,  that  40% 
would  be  developed  for  agricultural  use,  of  the  9,605  acres  in  the  sale  or 
exchange  category,  85%  would  be  developed  for  agricultural  use,  and  of  the 
3,115  acres  proposed  for  exchange,  40%  would  be  developed  for  agricultural 
use.   Development  of  these  acreages  for  agricultural  use  would  require 
approximately  197  cf  (25,434  acres/feet)  of  water,  of  which  90%  would  be 
taken  from  the  Snake  River. 

Land  transfer,  primarily  for  agricultural  use,  would  result  in  an 
increase  in  occupancy,  agricultural,  and  right-of-way  trespass.   It  is 
estimated  that  the  limited  disposal  acreage  in  this  alternative  would 
generate  only  one  new  trespass  case  per  year  at  the  average  administrative 
cost  of  $1,250. 

Transfer  of  land  by  sale  would  generate  approximately  $819,000  of 
revenue  for  the  federal  government  at  an  average  price  of  $150  per  acre. 
The  lands  proposed  for  transfer  by  sale  or  exchange  were  selected  primarily 
because  their  disposal  would  reduce  problem  management  areas  and  consolidate 
land  ownership  patterns,  thereby  improving  management  and  reducing 
management  costs. 

Rights-of-way  would  be  precluded  or  restricted  on  268,213  acres  of 
public  land  within  proposed  wilderness  areas,  areas  of  critical 
environmental  concern,  proposed  Wild  and  Scenic  River  designations,  Birds  of 
Prey  Essential  Nesting  Habitat,  Oregon  Trail,  and  the  Saylor  Creek  Gunnery 
Range.   This  would  result  in  reduced  right-of-way  flexibility,  which  may 
increase  construction  costs,  particularly  for  major  utility  lines.   The  two 
east-west  powerline  routes  proposed  by  Idaho  Power  Company  and  the  Western 
Power  Council  would  be  eliminated  by  the  Bruneau/Jarbidge  Wild  and  Scenic 
River  designation  of  Bruneau  Jarbidge  Wilderness  Area  and  a  conflict  with 
the  Saylor  Creek  Gunnery  Range.  These  lines  would  have  to  be  realigned  to 
pass  through  moderate  use  areas  with  few  conflicts,  which  would  result  in 
traversing  the  same  basic  corridor  area  as  the  existing  utility  lines.   The 
north-south  proposal  would  be  restricted  somewhat  by  the  Hagerman  fossil 
Beds,  but  could  probably  be  slightly  rerouted  to  avoid  any  conflicts. 

Small  hydro  development  would  be  precluded  in  the  Bruneau/Jarbidge  Wild 
and  Scenic  River,  wilderness  areas,  Salmon  Falls  ACEC  and  other  areas 
designated  as  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern. 
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Soil,  Water,  and  Air 

The  erosional  processes  described  for  land  use  actions  in  Alternative  D 
have  been  described  in  Alternatives  A,  B,  and  C.   Some  actions  proposed  in 
other  alternatives  would  not  occur  in  this  Alternative.   The  area  and/or 
magnitude  of  actions  affecting  the  soil,  water,  air  resources  in  this 
Alternative  vary  considerably  from  other  Alternatives.  Management  actions 
are  summarized  in  Appendix  Table  E-l. 

Proposed  agricultural  developments  under  this  Alternative  include  11,524 
acres  of  soils  in  the  high  erosion  hazard  category.   The  impacts  associated 
with  farming  are  discussed  in  Alternative  A. 

Livestock  use  levels  would  decrease  by  22%  from  current  levels,  going 
from  10.2  ac/AUM  to  13  ac/AUM  in  20  years.   The  effects  of  livestock  use  are 
described  in  Alternative  A  (see  Appendix  E  for  comparison  tables  and  figures 
of  actions  and  stocking  levels). 

The  effects  of  ORV  use  as  described  in  Alternative  A  would  occur  on 
about  1.2  million  acres.   The  effects  of  mineral  and  energy  exploration  and 
development  as  described  in  Alternative  A  would  occur  on  1.4  million  acres. 

Management  of  the  entire  area  as  a  full  suppression  area  would  reduce 
the  total  acres  burned  which  would  reduce  erosion. 

Riparian/fisheries  habitat  improvement  as  discussed  in  Alternative  B 
would  occur  on  75  stream  miles. 

Vegetation  manipulation  would  occur  on  3,150  acres.   The  impacts  of 
vegetation  manipulation  would  be  as  described  in  Alternative  B. 

An  estimated  60,000  acres  of  rangeland  in  fair  ecological  condition 
would  improve  to  good  ecological  conditions  with  the  effects  as  described  in 
Alternative  C. 

A  decrease  in  soil  erosion  associated  with  agricultural  irrigation  in 
MUA-8  is  anticipated  as  a  watershed  activity  plan  is  implement  to  protect 
paleontologic  resources  in  the  Hagerman  Fossil  Beds.   Designating  this  area 
as  an  ACEC,  which  establishes  the  commitment  to  reducing  erosion  by 
eliminating  grazing  use,  ORV  use  and  other  site  disturbing  activities,  would 
further  reduce  erosion  within  the  area. 

See  aquatic  habitat  section  for  additional  discussion  of  water  quality. 
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Range  Resources 

Under  this  alternative,  short  term  livestock  forage  levels  would  be 
reduced  27%  which  is  a  decrease  of  45,319  AUMs  from  currently  authorized 
5-year  average  use  levels.   In  the  long-term,  an  additional  9,474  AUMs  would 
be  made  available  in  areas  that  have  minimal  environmental  conflicts.   This 
use  would  come  from  additional  land  treatments  of  3,150  acres  producing  339 
AUMs  and  structural  improvements  making  usable  8,000  AUMs  of  currently 
unutilized  forage  (Appendix  Table  F-l).   Land  transfers  of  13,840  acres 
would  result  in  a  loss  of  about  886  AUMs.   Livestock  use  in  20  years 
(129,161  AUMs)  would  be  22%  below  currently  authorized  forage  use  levels. 

Implementation  of  grazing  systems  and  improvements  would  be  necessary  to 
achieve  the  objectives.   Priority  would  be  given  to  those  areas  that  have 
major  wildlife,  riparian  or  other  conflicts  that  would  directly  benefit  from 
a  grazing  system  that  incorporated  mitigation  for  those  values. 

Long-term  improvement  in  ecological  condition  is  expected  in  MUA's  2,  3, 
8,  11,  14,  and  15.  Approximately  54,450  acres  would  improve  from  fair  to 
good  condition  and  approximately  5,950  acres  would  improve  from  poor  to  fair 
or  better  condition.   The  remaining  10  MUA's  are  not  expected  to  change 
because  of  site  potentials,  current  species  composition,  and  climatic 
factors  (see  Alternative  A  discussion). 

Reducing  the  amount  of  forage  use  made  by  livestock  in  the  spring  season 
in  MUA  2  and  increasing  the  amount  made  in  the  fall,  would  result  in 
short-term  increase  in  plant  vigor  of  native  species  and  reduced  competition 
with  wintering  mule  deer.   Long-term  impacts  include  more  vigor  on  perennial 
native  forage  plants,  increased  surface  litter,  greater  forage  yields 
(Stoddart  and  Smith),  and  increased  potential  to  improve  areas  from  fair  to 
good  condition.   Small  portions  (3%)  may  improve  to  fair  or  better  condition 
class  if  significant  remnants  (15%)  of  the  perennial  native  plants  are 
remaining. 

Wild  Horses 

Reductions  in  livestock  forage  competition  and  the  lack  of  agri- 
cultural development  would  benefit  the  population.   Numbers  are  expected  to 
increase  rapidly  to  the  desired  levels  and  may  comfortably  fluctuate  higher 
than  desired  levels  between  gatherings  without  major  impacts.   Populations 
would  be  most  limited  by  the  lack  of  well  distributed  summer  season  watering 
areas. 

Horse  population  dynamics  are  expected  to  benefit.   Higher  numbers  would 
reduce  inbreeding  effects.   New  breeding  animals  from  other  district 
populations  are  expected  to  be  introduced  which  would  better  the  existing 
gene  pool  and  produce  a  more  healthy  and  better  looking  population  in  the 
long-term. 
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Terrestrial  Wildlife 


Under  Alternative  D  steps  have  been  taken  to  reduce  livestock  use  and 
possible  competition  with  wildlife.   Long-term  livestock  stocking  rates 
would  decrease  by  22%  from  the  existing  rate.   The  actual  reduction  in  AUMs 
by  MUA  can  be  seen  in  Appendix  Table  B-4 .   The  greatest  decline  in  AUMs 
would  occur  on  the  crucial  winter  ranges  for  deer  in  MUAs  15  and  16.   In 
addition,  grazing  use  levels  on  grasses  would  be  decreased  by  20%.   As  shown 
in  Figures  4-1,  4-2,  4-3,  and  4-4  ecological  condition  would  only  change 
slightly  over  the  20  year  period.   The  most  important  ecological  condition 
change  for  wildlife  would  occur  in  the  fair  condition  class.   A  total  of 
54,450  acres  would  improve  from  fair  to  good  condition.   The  majority  of 
this  acreage  lies  in  mule  deer  crucial  winter  range,  elk  winter  range  and 
antelope  summer  range.   The  MUAs  affected  are  2,  10,  15  and  16.   Wildlife 
habitat  improvement  projects  are  planned  for  33,450  acres.   These  would 
benefit  sage  grouse,  mule  deer,  elk,  bighorn  sheep  and  antelope.   The 
location  of  these  improvements  and  type  of  improvement  can  be  seen  in 
Appendix  Tables  B-5.   The  above  changes  would  greatly  benefit  big  game 
habitat  and  population  numbers.   More  forbs  would  be  available  for  antelope 
and  mule  deer.   Bighorn  sheep  would  face  less  livestock  competition  on  the 
plateaus  adjacent  to  the  canyons.   There  would  be  less  competition  for  early 
spring  grass  and  fall  green  up  on  mule  deer  and  elk  winter  and  spring 
habitat . 

The  13,840  acres  of  public  lands  identified  for  transfer  should  not 
seriously  impact  wildlife  since  all  of  the  acreage  must  pass  through  a  field 
review  process  which  would  identify  for  retention  parcels  important  for 
their  wildlife  values. 

Livestock  range  improvement  projects  are  planned  for  3,150  acres. 
Management  guidance  common  to  all  alternatives  should  prevent  any  impacts 
other  than  minor  ones. 

Alternative  D  protects  2,949  acres  in  Salmon  Falls  Creek  canyon  with  an 

ACEC  designation.  Management  as  an  ACEC  would  prevent  new  roads,  pump 

stations,  utility  lines,  and  small  hydro  development  thus  protecting 
existing  habitat. 

In  Alternative  D,  wild  horses  would  be  managed  for  increased  numbers. 
The  125  animal  increase  of  the  Saylor  Creek  herd  would  have  negligible 
effect  on  big  game.   Nongame  nesting  birds  may  be  disturbed  to  a  greater 
extent  but  the  impact  is  thought  to  be  minimal. 

In  Alternative  D,  823,980  acres  are  protected  by  occupancy  stipu- 
lations.  Important  breeding,  nesting,  calving,  farming  and  wintering  areas 
are  protected  (Table  2,  page  92). 

Recreational  ORV  closure  on  281,697  acres  would  benefit  nongame,  upland 
game,  and  big  game  habitat. 

With  full  fire  suppression,  loss  of  sage  grouse  nesting  habitat  would 
decrease  5-10%  from  acreage  displayed  in  Alternative  B  under  limited 
suppresssion. 

4-75 


Environmental  Consequences 


The  75  miles  of  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  fencing /management  would 
benefit  all  classes  of  wildlife.   Increased  forb  production  should  benefit 
sage  grouse  brooding.  Adequate  cover  should  allow  greater  production  of 
waterfowl. 

Twenty  AMPs  would  be  developed  under  Alternative  D.   Since  the  AMPs  are 
not  identified  as  to  location  nor  type  of  grazing  systems,  impacts  to 
wildlife  or  benefit  from  such  management  remains  unknown. 

Alternative  D  would  allow  projected  reasonable  numbers  of  all  big  game 
species  to  be  achieved  by  2005. 


Riparian  Habitat 


Under  the  protection  alternative,  improvements  to  riparian  habitat  would 
occur  due  to  the  proposed  fencing /management  of  55.2  miles,  and  reduced 
stocking  levels  in  all  management  units  (Table  4-9). 

Young  growth  riparian  woody  species  would  have  an  increased  survival 
rate,  and  eventually  replace  old  decadent  growth.   Utilization  of  the 
riparian  ecosystem  by  wildlife  would  increase  as  additional  feeding, 
resting,  and  nesting  sites  become  available. 

Table  4-9 
20-Year  Projected  Riparian  Habitat  Condition  (Alt.  D) 


1                                1  Miles  with 

1                1   Total   I       I  Improvement  1 

1  Habitat  Condition  1   Miles      %    1  Potential    %   | 

Poor           1    52   I   14   I     10    1   9  1 
1  Fair           1   116    1    31   1     25    1   21  1 
1  Good           1   191   1   52   1     83    1   70  1 
1  Excell./Unsuit.  1    11   1 1    3   1      0    1   0 

TOTAL      |    370    1   100   1    118    1  100 

Aquatic  Habitat 


Reduced  livestock  grazing  and  fencing/management  of  all  aquatic  habitat 
that  is  impacted  by  livestock  and  has  a  potential  to  improve  would  improve 
aquatic  habitat.   There  are  60  miles  of  stream  in  the  poor  and  fair 
categories  that  would  improve  to  the  good  or  excellent  categories.   This 
constitutes  64%  of  the  stream  miles  in  the  poor  and  fair  condition 
categories  that  have  the  potential  to  improve  (Figure  4-6,  4-6a  and  Appendix 
Table  H-l). 
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Salmon  Falls  Creek  would  be  protected  from  small  hydro-development  with 
the  designation  as  ACEC. 

Long-term  water  quality  would  improve  as  a  result  of  decreased  areas 
burned  (full  suppression  fire  management  covers  the  whole  area)  and  improved 
watershed  condition. 

Water  Quality 

The  water  quality  of  the  Snake  River  would  remain  unchanged  from  current 
levels.   No  actions  are  proposed  that  would  significantly  affect  the  present 
water  quality.   On  the  remaining  streams  water  quality  standards  would  be 
affected  as  follows: 

Alkalinity,  Iron,  Total  Inorganic  Nitrogen  -  No  change,  as  described  in 
Alternative  C. 

Amonia  -  Levels  would  be  reduced  to  within  the  state  recommended  levels 
as  a  result  of  stream  fencing. 

Orthophosphates  -  Levels  would  be  reduced  as  described  in  Alternative  B. 

Fecal  Coliform  -  Sixteen  of  the  34  samples  sites  that  exceeded  standards 
would  be  fenced  and  would  improve  to  within  state  standards.   The  condition 
of  sites  that  are  not  fenced  will  not  change.   Of  the  streams  listed  that 
exceed  the  criteria  by  the  greatest  amounts,  Big  Flat,  East  Fork,  Cedar 
Creek,  King  Hill  and  Three  Creek  should  meet  state  standards.   Buck  Creek, 
House  Creek  and  Deadwood  Creek  are  affected  primarily  by  livestock 
concentrations  on  adjacent  non-BLM  lands  that  would  not  be  changed  by  this 
alternative. 

Sedimentation  -  Sediment  levels  would  be  reduced  on  the  75  stream  miles 
that  are  fenced. 


Fire  Management 

Fire  occurrence  and  suppression  costs  adjacent  to  farming  projects  would 
remain  at  current  levels.   Full  suppression  action  on  the  entire  area  would 
reduce  the  acreage  burned  in  the  limited  suppression  area  by  5-10%,  but 
suppression  costs  would  increase. 


Recreation 


Lands  available  for  dispersed  recreation  use  would  be  maximized  under 
this  alternative  with  only  13,840  acres  identified  for  disposal.   Use  levels 
would  increase  from  2,050,000  to  3,500,000  activity  occasions  by  the  year 
2000. 
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The  affects  of  land  disposal  on  ORV  use  as  described  in  Alternative  A 
would  be  minimal  and  insignificant. 

Areas  for  "limited"  ORV  use  would  decrease  from  levels  identified  in 
Alternative  C.   However,  "closed"  acreage  would  increase  to  281,697  acres. 
Again  impacts  on  ORV  recreation  would  be  minimal. 

Opportunities  for  primitive  recreation  would  receive  the  most  protection 
in  this  alternative.  A  total  of  208,833  acres  would  be  protected  from  the 
gradual  loss  of  primitive  recreation  values  due  to  range  projects,  mineral 
development,  utility  corridors  and  other  proposals  that  would  arise  over  the 
years. 

The  following  acreages  would  be  designated  as  SRMAs  and  would  receive 
special  management  emphasis  for  recreation  values. 

Salmon  Falls  Creek  5,600  acres 

Hagerman-Owsley  7,074  acres 

B rune au/ Jar bidge  Rivers  57,000  acres 

Jarbidge  Forks  4,320  acres 

Bennett  Hills  56,680  acres 

Oregon  Trail  16,376  acres 

TOTAL  147,050  acres 

Approximately  50-100  user  days  of  motorized  recreation  use  in  the  King 
Hill  WSA,  50-100  user  days  in  the  Bruneau  River-Sheep  Creek  WSA  and  50-100 
user  days  in  the  Jarbidge  River  WSA  would  be  displaced  to  surrounding  areas. 


Visual  Resources 


Visual  impacts  due  to  land  transfer  would  be  of  the  same  nature  as 
described  in  Alternative  A  but  would  occur  on  13,840  acres.   The  impact  of 
utility  and  range  developments  would  be  as  described  in  Alternative  C. 


Cultural  Resources 


Management  actions  and  impacts  are  similar  to  those  described  in 
Alternative  C  with  the  following  exceptions:  Arch  Canyon  cultural  resource 
site  complex  would  receive  National  Register  nomination  as  well  as  ACEC 
designation,  and  sites  within  this  complex  which  are  currently  deteriorating 
from  livestock  trampling  would  be  fenced.   Signs  describing  the  archaeo- 
logical value  of,  and  legal  restrictions  on  the  unauthorized  excavation  of 
sites  currently  being  vandalized  would  be  placed  in  appropriate  locations. 
Twenty-one  sites  in  the  Dry  Lakes /Bruneau  River  cultural  resource  site 
complex  would  be  fenced,  thus  ensuring  their  potential  for  scientific 
research.   Juniper  Ranch  and  Clover  Creek  cultural  resource  complexes  would 
be  nominated  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic  places  as  an  added  measure 
of  protection. 
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Paleontologic  Resources 

The  full  impacts  to  the  paleontologic  resources  of  the  Jarbidge  Resource 
Area  are  unknown  as  an  inventory  has  not  yet  been  completed.   One  known 
paleontologic  site  is  identified  for  possible  transfer  from  federal 
ownership  under  this  alternative.   The  sight  is  not  presently  known  to 
contain  any  "scientifically  significant"  fossils.   The  small  amount  of  land 
identified  for  transfer  in  this  alternative  indicates  a  low  probability  of 
loss  or  damage  to  other  known  and  undiscovered  sites  and  materials. 

The  establishment  of  site  clearances,  the  completion  of  the  paleon- 
tologic inventory  and  the  designation  of  Sand  Point  and  Hagerman  as  ACECs 
would  allow  the  Bureau  to  keep  adverse  impacts  to  a  minimum  (see  pages 
61-67,  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern). 


Wilderness 


Under  this  alternative,  the  entire  208,833  acreages  of  the  three  WSAs 
would  have  wilderness  characteristics  managed  under  a  congressional 
wilderness  designation.   However,  even  with  the  designation  it  is  expected 
that  20,800  acres  of  the  WSAs  would  lose  wilderness  characteristics.   The 
affected  acres  are  not  considered  manageable  as  wilderness.   On  the 
remaining  188,033  acres,  wilderness  characteristics  would  remain  unchanged. 

Bruneau  River-Sheep  Creek  WSA 

There  are  8,840  acres  of  plateau  in  the  northern  neck  of  the  WSA  lying 
between  the  Bruneau  Canyon's  rimrock  and  the  WSA's  boundary  (edge  of  a 
seeding)  which  cannot  be  affectively  managed  to  prevent  a  loss  of  wilderness 
characteristics  (naturalness  and  primitive  recreation)  from  off-road  vehicle 
trespass.  The  same  plateau  area  cannot  be  managed  as  wilderness  without 
jeopardizing  the  protection  of  watershed  values.   It  is  anticipated  that 
frequent  wildfire  will  degrade  watershed  values  unless  seedings  are  used  to 
prevent  the  invasion  of  volatile  cheatgrass  vegetation  (see  Manageability  in 
Appendix  J). 

Jarbidge  River  WSA 

There  are  9,040  acres  of  plateau  lying  between  the  Jarbidge  Canyon 
rimrock  and  the  WSA's  southeast  boundary  road  which  could  not  be  affectively 
managed  to  prevent  a  loss  of  naturalness  and  primitive  recreation  from 
off-road  vehicle  trespass  (see  Manageability  in  Appendix  J). 

King  Hill  Creek  WSA 

There  are  2,920  acres  contained  in  three  narrowly  configurated  BLM  lands 
along  the  WSA's  northern  boundary  which  could  not  be  effectively  managed  to 
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eliminate  external  influences  of  vehicle  traffic  on  the  WSA's  northwestern 
boundary  road  or  to  prevent  loss  of  characteristics  from  external  influences 
occurring  on  existing  wilderness  characteristics  (solitude  and  primitive 
recreation  opportunities)  on  adjacent  private  lands. 


Energy  and  Minerals 


Oil  and  Gas 

Approximately  83%  of  the  resource  area  would  remain  available  for 
leasing  under  this  alternative.   The  major  areas  closed  to  leasing  are  the 
existing  withdrawals  amounting  to  approximately  138,643  acres  and  the 
wilderness  areas  amounting  to  approximately  208,511  acres. 

The  102,746  acre  Saylor  Creek  Bombing  and  Gunnery  Range  represents  the 
greatest  impact  to  leasing  as  it  is  almost  entirely  surrounded  by  leases. 
Although  the  area  has  been  classified  as  prospectively  valuable  by  the 
U.S.G.S,  the  actual  potential  is  considered  to  be  low. 

The  proposed  wilderness  areas  have  not  had  any  significant  leasing 
interest  shown  in  them  and  are  considered  to  have  low  potential. 

There  are  13,840  acres  identified  for  transfer  out  of  federal  ownership 
in  this  alternative.   The  impacts  of  land  transfer  and  the  creation  of  a 
split  estate  are  addressed  by  the  State  Office  leasing  mineral  specialists 
when  they  perform  their  mineral  assessment  of  the  identified  lands.   It  has 
generally  been  held  that  the  land  transfer  would  not  interfere  with 
development. 

The  major  areas  proposed  to  have  no  surface  occupancy  stipulations  are 
cultural  and  paleontological  sites,  the  Birds  of  Prey  essential  nesting 
areas  and  areas  within  500  feet  of  streams  or  reservoirs.   These  areas  can 
be  reached  by  slant  drilling  should  oil  or  gas  be  discovered  in  the  vicinity, 

There  are  827,108  acres  of  land  proposed  for  seasonal  occupancy 
stipulations  to  protect  wildlife.  All  of  the  curlew  area  and  a  small 
portion  of  the  crucial  winter  range  for  mule  deer,  antelope  winter  range  and 
sage  grouse  areas  affect  existing  leases  and  lease  applications.   The  impact 
on  access  to  leased  lands  is  considered  to  be  insignificant. 

Based  on  the  lack  of  any  commercial  oil  or  gas  wells  in  Idaho,  the  five 
dry  holes  in  the  resource  area,  the  low  potential  of  the  area,  low  industry 
interest  and  the  above  analysis,  the  overall  impacts  of  this  alternative  on 
the  availability  of  oil  or  gas  leasing  and  development  is  considered  to  be 
insignificant. 

Geothermal 

Eighty-three  percent  of  the  resource  area  would  remain  available  for 
leasing  under  this  alternative.   The  major  areas  closed  to  leasing  are  the 
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existing  withdrawals  amounting  to  138,643  acres  and  the  wilderness  areas 
amounting  to  approximately  208,511  acres. 

None  of  the  lands  within  the  Known  Geothermal  Resource  Areas,  both  state 
and  federally  classified,  are  affected  by  the  Saylor  Creek  Gunnery  Range 
withdrawal  (102,746  acres).  Approximately  2,100  acres  of  the  state 
classified  lands  are  within  the  Bruneau  River  WSA. 

Of  the  approximately  117,760  acres  of  land  identified  as  Geothermal 
Resource  Areas,  480  acres  have  been  identified  for  transfer  from  federal 
ownership.   Two  hundred  of  these  acres  are  within  the  federally  classified 
KGRA's  (8,860  acres). 

The  impacts  of  land  transfer  and  the  creation  of  a  split  estate  are 
addressed  by  the  State  Office  leasing  mineral  specialists  when  they  perform 
their  mineral  assessment  of  the  identified  lands.   It  has  generally  been 
held  that  the  land  transfer  would  not  interfere  with  development. 

The  major  areas  proposed  to  have  no  surface  occupancy  stipulations  are 
cultural  and  paleontologic  sites,  the  Birds  of  Prey  essential  nesting  areas 
and  areas  within  500  feet  of  streams  or  reservoirs.  These  areas  can  be 
developed  off  site  and  do  not  significantly  affect  the  availability  of  the 
resource. 

There  would  be  827,108  acres  of  land  which  would  have  seasonal  occupancy 
stipulations  to  protect  wildlife.   The  sage  grouse  stipulation  affects  the 
existing  leases  in  the  Mt.  Bennett  hills  area.   This  has  not  been  a 
significant  problem  to  the  development  of  the  leases  and  is  not  expected  to 
be  in  the  future. 

Based  on  the  lack  of  commercial  development  of  geothermal  steam  in  Idaho 
for  energy  production,  the  lack  of  information  on  the  reservoirs  involved, 
the  substantial  decrease  in  industry  interest,  the  isolation  of  the  KGRA's 
and  the  above  analysis,  the  overall  impacts  of  this  alternative  on  the 
availability  of  geothermal  energy  is  considered  to  be  insignificant. 

Mining 

Seventy  nine  percent  of  the  resource  area  would  remain  available  for  the 
location  of  mining  claims  under  this  alternative.   The  major  areas  withdrawn 
from  or  restricting  mineral  location  are  the  existing  with-  drawals 
amounting  to  138,643  acres,  the  wilderness  areas  amounting  to  208,511  acres 
and  the  proposed  land  transfers  of  13,840  acres. 

The  102,746  acre  Saylor  Creek  Gunnery  Range  represents  the  largest  block 
of  land  that  is  closed  to  mineral  location.   Present  knowledge  of  this  area 
indicates  that  the  potential  for  the  discovery  of  valuable  locatable  mineral 
deposits  is  low. 

Of  the  remaining  35,897  acres  under  withdrawal,  20,914  acres  are  power 
site  withdrawals  which  are  handled  under  the  Mining  Claim  Rights  Restoration 
Act  of  1955  or  are  withdrawals  that  only  affect  land  actions. 
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The  proposed  wilderness  areas  have  not  had  any  mining  claim  interest 
except  for  gemstone  materials  in  the  Bruneau  River  Canyon.   The  areas  are 
not  favorable  for  the  discovery  of  metallic  minerals  and  have  only  a  low  to 
moderate  favorability  for  industrial  minerals  (diatomite).   This  wilderness 
proposal  is  not  considered  to  be  a  significant  restriction  to  the  overall 
availability  of  locatable  minerals. 

Only  lands  that  are  not  mineral  in  character  or  have  no  known  mineral 
potential  would  leave  federal  ownership  unless  the  mineral  estate  is  sold  at 
fair  market  value.   The  transfer  of  lands  that  do  not  have  mineral  potential 
is  not  considered  to  be  a  significant  impact  on  the  availability  of 
locatable  minerals. 

The  Pine  Grove  Mining  District,  Volcano  Mining  District  and  Indian  Hot 
Springs  Jasper  Claims  are  not  significantly  impacted  by  this  alternative. 
These  are  the  only  areas  that  have  had  extensive  mining  activity. 

Based  on  the  presently  known  mining  activity  and  mineral  potential  and 
the  above  analysis,  the  overall  impacts  of  this  alternative  on  the 
availability  of  locatable  minerals  is  considered  to  be  insignificant. 

Mineral  Materials 

According  to  the  Agricultural  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  1.7  miles 
of  gravel  road  would  be  needed  for  each  section  of  new  farmland.   Based  on 
road  district  standards  of  a  34  foot  wide  running  surface  8"  deep,  this 
alternative  would  require  an  increase  in  materials  production  of  162,953 
cubic  yards. 

County  road  building  and  maintenance  over  the  past  three  years  has 
required  an  average  yearly  production  of  82,307  cubic  yards.   The  existing 
sites  can  in  most  areas  meet  the  demand.  Reserves  at  the  various  existing 
sites  would  generally  meet  the  long  term  (20  year)  demand.   The  additional 
materials  needed  to  build  and  maintain  the  new  roads  for  the  farms  is  not 
expected  to  be  a  significant  factor  in  the  overall  continual  depletion  of 
the  resource. 

The  Bureau  would  continue  to  be  able  to  meet  the  material  needs  of  the 
road  districts  in  a  flexible  manner  under  this  alternative. 


Forest  Management 


Under  this  alternative,  none  of  the  forest  land  would  be  available  for 
cutting.   Therefore,  there  would  be  no  harvesting  of  marketable  timber. 
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Crop  Agriculture 


This  alternative  would  lead  to  development  for  irrigated  agriculture  of 
9,858  acres.   Of  this,  1,246  acres  would  be  disposed  of  through  exchanges, 
448  acres  would  be  disposed  of  through  public  sales,  and  7,684  acres  would 
be  disposed  of  through  either  exchange  or  sale. 

The  total  cost  of  electricity  either  used  for  pumping  or  lost  from 
downstream  generation  would  be  $3.6  million.   Irrigators  would  pay  16%  of 
$0.6  million  while ^other  ratepayers  would  pay  84%  of  $3.0  million. 

The  production  of  crops  resulting  from  agricultural  development  would 
range  from  4.8  percent  of  current  three-county  production  in  barley  to  7.6 
percent  of  current  production  in  sugar  beets.  These  production  increases 
would  have  little  impact  on  production  or  prices  either  locally  or 
nationally. 

The  one-time  costs  of  installing  water  delivery  and  irrigation  systems 
would  be  $6.9  million.  Annual  expenditures  for  seed,  fertilizers, 
herbicides,  and  fungicides  would  be  $1.6  million.   Annual  fuel  costs  for 
tractors  and  equipment  would  be  $400,000. 

Farm  income  would  increase  $446,000  locally  and  decline  by  $401,000 
nationally.   Farms  suppliers  would  realize  a  local  income  gain  of  $1,774,000 
and  a  national  loss  of  $1,597,000.  Ranchers  currently  using  the  area  would 
lose  $4,000  in  income  and  ranch  suppliers  would  lose  $6,700.   The  net  income 
change  as  a  result  of  the  agricultural  development  in  this  alternative  would 
be  an  annual  loss  of  $2.8  million  (based  on  a  net  gain  of  $211,000  to 
farmers,  ranchers,  and  suppliers  and  a  loss  of  $3.0  million  to  electric 
company  ratepayers).   In  addition,  ranchers  would  lose  capital  value  due  to 
lost  grazing  privileges  of  between  $50,000  and  $222,000.  A  total  of  886 
AUMs  would  be  lost  to  agricultural  development. 

Farm  employment  would  increase  locally  by  66  while  declining  by  59 
nationally.   Farm  suppliers  would  gain  255  jobs  locally  and  lose  229 
nationally.   Ranch  employment  would  decline  by  one  job  as  would  ranch  supply 
employment.   The  net  change  in  employment  would  be  a  gain  of  31  jobs. 

Livestock 

Short-term  stocking  rates  would  decline  by  45,300  AUMs.   In  the 
long-term,  some  AUMs  would  be  gained  back  leaving  the  decline  at  35,800 
AUMs.   The  range  improvements  associated  with  this  alternative  would  cost 
$450,000.  Table  4-10  shows  the  impacts  by  size  group  of  the  long-term, 
decreases  in  stock  rates.   These  decreases  include  the  reductions  identified 
as  resulting  from  agricultural  development. 
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Table  4-10 

Direct  Income  and  Employment  Changes 

Alternative  D 


Size     Long-term     Change     Income    Employment  1 
1  Group  1  Stocking  Rates!   In  Use     Change      Change    I 

1   1     11,683   1  -  3,242   |-$  14,784    -  2.1     1 
1   2   1     39,612   I  -10,994  |-  50,133  1-7.2     1 
1   3   1     69,023   1  -19,156   |-  87,351  1   -12.5 
1   4         8,843     -  2,453   |-  11,186    -  1.6     1 

ITOTAL      129,161   1  -35,845   1 -$163,454    -23.4     1 

In  addition,  there  would  be  secondary  income  and  employment  losses  (in 
the  long-term)  of  $272,100  and  39  jobs. 

Changes  in  the  grazing  fee  distribution  would  be  as  follows: 


Range  Improvement  Fund 
Federal  Treasury 
State  of  Idaho 
TOTAL 


-  $35,845 

-  $26,884 

-  $  8,961 

-  $71,690 


The  total  capital  value  of  the  AUMs  lost  would  amount  to  between  $2.0 
million  and  $9.0  million. 

Recreation 

By  the  end  of  20  years  hunting  and  fishing  activity  occasions  in  the  RMP 
area  would  increase  by  75,000  (37,500  activity  occasions  each).   This  would 
translate  into  direct  income  of  $353,000  and  total  income  of  $798,600.   This 
would  be  an  increase  of  37%  from  current  RMP  area  hunting  and  fishing  income 
and  would  constitute  26%  of  current  three-county  hunting  and  fishing  income. 

By  the  end  of  20  years  direct  employment  in  the  RMP  area  resulting  from 
hunting  and  fishing  would  increase  by  50.   Total  employment  would  increase 
by  114  or  an  increase  of  37%  from  current  levels.   This  would  represent  29% 
of  the  current  three-county  hunting  and  fishing  employment. 

There  would  be  a  1,375,000  activity  occasion  increase  in  other  types  of 
outdoor  recreation  in  the  RMP  area  by  the  end  of  20  years.   This  would  be  an 
increase  of  75%  from  current  levels.  As  was  identified  in  Chapter  3,  this 
type  of  activity  does  not  have  any  valuation  studies  which  can  be  used  to 
place  a  value  on  this  activity. 

Summary 

This  alternative  would  have  minimal  impact  due  to  agricultural 
development.   Livestock  losses  would  be  of  the  same  magnitude  as  the  crop 
agricultural  gains.  Net  income  change  would  be  a  gain  of  $.6  million. 
Expenditures  for  seed,  fertilizer,  fuel,  etc.  would  amount  to  $2  million 
annually.   The  annual  cost  of  electricity  would  be  $3.6  million,  of  which 
84%  would  be  paid  for  by  nonirrigators.  Net  employment  change  would  be  a 
gain  of  85  jobs.   Grazing  fee  collections  would  be  reduced  by  $72,000.   The 
capital  value  of  lost  AUMs  would  range  from  $2.0  to  $9.0  million. 
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Since  the  actions  in  this  alternative  are  the  same  as  those  described  in 
Alternative  D,  except  for  the  elimination  of  livestock  grazing,  impacts  on 
several  resources  do  not  change  significantly  from  those  described  for 
Alternative  D.  These  resource  elements  are:  Lands,  Fire  Management, 
Recreation,  Cultural,  Paleontologic  Resources,  Energy  and  Minerals 
Resources,  and  Forest  Management.   These  elements  will  not  be  specifically 
addressed  in  the  following  impact  assessments. 


Soil,  Water,  and  Air 

Impacts  would  be  the  same  as  described  in  Alternative  D  except  for  those 
relating  to  livestock  grazing  and  livestock  grazing  activities.  Removal  of 
livestock  use  from  the  EIS  area  would  result  in  a  decrease  in  soil 
compaction  and  an  increase  in  vegetation  cover  both  of  which  would  act  to 
increase  water  infiltration  and  reduce  run-off  and  resulting  soil  movement. 
As  vegetation  litter  is  allowed  to  accumulate  on  site,  an  improved  nutrient 
cycling  effect  would  occur  which  would  help  improve  site  productivity. 

See  aquatic  habitat  section  for  additional  analysis  of  water  quality. 


Range  Resources 

Removal  of  livestock  would  reduce  forage  use  levels  from  165,006  AUMs  to 
0  AUMs.   Vegetation  condition  changes  over  20-years  is  expected  to  be 
similar  to  that  shown  in  Alternative  D.   A  3%  increase  in  the  improvement 
from  poor  to  fair  condition  and  a  5%  increase  in  improvement  from  fair  to 
good  condition  would  be  expected  over  levels  shown  for  Alternative  D.   This 
improvement  would  primarily  occur  in  MUAs  2,  10,  11,  14,  15,  and  16.  These 
MUAs  have  soil,  vegetation,  and  climatic  conditions  that  are  favorable  for 
plant  successional  changes.   The  large  areas  that  are  currently  in  poor, 
burned,  or  seeded  condition  classes  are  not  expected  to  change  significantly 
from  current  levels  because  of  low  site  potentials,  climatic  conditions  or 
the  absence  of  native  grass  and  forb  species  (see  discussion  in  Alternative 
A).   In  20  years,  the  vegetation  condition  classes  would  be  as  follows: 
Excellent  2%,  Good  8%,  Fair  8%,  Poor  45%,  Burned  12%,  Seeded  22%,  and 
Miscellaneous  3%.  A  period  longer  than  the  initial  20  year  planning  period 
will  be  needed  to  expect  substantial  changes  in  condition  class.   One  study 
(Tisdale,  Hironaka,  and  Fosberg  1969)  indicated  that  when  all  herbaceous 
vegetation  is  nearly  depleted  (as  in  most  of  the  45%  of  the  area  in  poor 
condition)  that  recovery  could  be  delayed  for  very  long  periods  of  time  or 
indefinitely.   This  conclusion  was  reached  after  looking  at  some  areas 
protected  from  grazing  25-30  years. 
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Except  on  crested  wheatgrass  seedings,  forage  production  would  not 
change  significantly  from  levels  described  in  Alternative  D.   Forage 
production  on  seedings  is  expected  to  decline  approximately  3%  in  20  years 
because  of  a  decrease  in  plant  vigor.   Total  forage  production  in  20  years 
would  be  approximately  290,000  AUMs. 

Sensitive  Plant  Species 

Same  as  Alternative  C. 

Wild  Horses 

Wild  horses  would  benefit  from  reduced  forage  competition  as  described 
in  Alternative  D. 


Terrestrial  Wildlife 


Big  game  and  sage  grouse  would  greatly  benefit  under  this  subalternative, 
The  3-5%  improvement  in  ecological  condition,  predicted  in  the  range 
section,  only  provides  a  small  part  of  this  benefit.   The  greatest  benefit 
arises  from  the  removal  of  competition  for  limited  forbs  and  grass  species 
during  crucial  time  periods. 

Antelope  would  benefit  from  the  greater  availability  of  forbs  during  the 
spring-summer  period.   Populations  would  increase  to  2,260  yearlong  and  to 
4,200  in  the  winter. 

Mule  deer  would  have  abundant  grass  available  during  the  critical  early 
spring  period  and  would  not  have  to  compete  for  grass  during  fall  green-up. 
Yearlong  population  levels  would  increase  to  5,030  and  the  winter  population 
would  increase  to  14,440  animals. 

Bighorn  sheep  would  benefit  from  lack  of  competition  for  grass  on  the 
tables  adjacent  to  the  Jarbidge/Bruneau  River  habitat  complex.   Populations 
would  increase  to  440. 

Elk  would  benefit  from  the  lack  of  competition  for  grass  yearlong. 
Yearlong  populations  would  increase  to  400  and  winter  populations  would 
increase  to  675  animals. 

Sage  grouse  would  enjoy  improved  nesting  cover  and  brooding  cover. 
Forbs  would  be  in  greater  abundance  for  young  sage  grouse  as  well  as 
adults.   Population  numbers  would  be  expected  to  increase  substantially. 


Riparian  Habitat 

Without  livestock  grazing,  riparian/aquatic  systems  would  experience  a 
gradual  restoration  of  natural  habitat  components  as  young  growth  woody 
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species  increase  in  number  and  eventually  replace  old  decadent  growth. 
Herbaceous  ground  cover  would  once  again  become  a  dominant  factor  of  the 
riparian  understory. 

Increased  vigor  and  influence  of  woody  riparian  species  on  stream  banks 
would  occur.   Bank  stability  and  resistance  to  erosion  and  spring  scouring 
would  follow,  along  with  improvement  in  stream  channel  morophology  and 
fisheries  habitat.  Anticipated  habitat  condition  in  20  years  is  shown  on 
Table  4-11. 

Nesting,  feeding,  and  cover  opportunities  for  wildlife  would  increase  as 
the  vegetative  component  of  the  riparian  ecosystem  matured  in  dimensional 
structure  and  diversity. 

Table  4-11 
20-Year  Projected  Riparian  Habitat  Condition  (Alt.  D^ 


j                |                | Miles  with  1 
|                  Total         1  Improvement  1 
1  Habitat  Conditionl   Miles   1   %     Potential  1   %   1 

|  Poor               42       11        0       0 
1  Fair           1    92   1   25   1      1    111 
I  Good           1   206   1   56   1     99    1   84  1 
1  Excell./Unsuit.  1    30       8       18    1   15  1 

TOTAL         370   1   100      118    1  100 

Aquatic  Habitat 


The  total  elimination  of  livestock  from  the  range  would  improve  the 
aquatic  habitat  and  related  water  quality  by  24%  over  the  existing  quality 
in  the  excellent-good  category.   Seventy-two  percent  of  the  aquatic  habitat 
would  be  in  excellent  or  good  condition.   The  remaining  28%  in  fair  and  poor 
condition  would  not  be  improved  by  livestock  exclusion.   The  fair  and  poor 
condition  of  these  areas  is  attributed  to  low  site  potential  (the  majority 
of  these  stream  sites  are  intermittent).   Of  the  130  stream  miles  that  have 
the  potential  to  improve,  87%  would  be  excellent  or  good  condition. 

Water  Quality 

The  water  quality  of  the  Snake  River  would  remain  unchanged  from  current 
levels.  No  actions  are  proposed  that  would  significantly  affect  the  present 
water  quality.   On  the  remaining  streams,  water  quality  standards  would  be 
affected  as  follows: 

Alkalinity,  Iron,  Total  Inorganic  Nitrogen  -  No  change  as  described  in 
Alternative  C. 
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Or tho phosphates  -  Levels  would  be  reduced  as  described  in  Alternative  B. 

Amonia,  Fecal  Coliform  and  Sedimentation  -  Samples  sites  that  are  not 
located  downstream  from  polution  sources  that  are  on  non-BLM  lands  would 
improve  to  be  within  state  standards. 


Visual  Resources 


Impacts  due  to  land  transfer  and  utility  development  would  be  as 
described  in  Alternative  C.  Under  this  alternative  there  would  be  no 
impacts  due  to  livestock  improvements.  Also,  the  elimination  of  grazing 
would  allow  some  sites  to  appear  to  be  grass  dominated  and  not  shrub 
dominated  which  would  increase  visual  diversity  and  quality  to  some 
observers. 


Wilderness 


Wilderness  characteristics  would  be  maintained  on  188,033  acres  and 
reduced  or  lost  on  20,800  acres.   Impacts  would  be  the  same  as  described  for 
Alternative  D  except  that  removal  of  livestock  would  enhance  natural 
successional  processes  and  provide  large  ungrazed  areas  for  ecological  and 
scientific  research. 


Economics 

Crop  Agriculture 

Impacts  related  to  crop  agriculture  would  be  the  same  as  in  Alternative 
D. 

Livestock 

Elimination  of  livestock  grazing  would  have  significant  adverse  impacts 
to  permittees  in  the  area.  There  would  be  no  range  improvements  under  this 
alternative.   Table  4-12  shows  the  impacts  by  size  group  of  these  reductions 
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Table  4-12 

Direct  Income  and  Employment  Changes 

Alternative  D^  -  No  Grazing 


Size     Long-term     Change     Income    Employment 
Group  1  Stocking  Rates  1   In  Use     Change      Change 

1   1      0       1  -  14,925  |-£  68,058    -  9.8 
j   2   1      0       1  -  50,606  1-  230,763  1   -  33.1    1 
1   3   1      0       1  -  88,178  1-  402,092  1-57.7    1 
I   4   1      0       1  -  11,297  1-  51,514  1-7.4    1 

1  TOTAL       0        -165,006  1 -$752,427    -108.0    1 

In  addition,  there  would  be  secondary  income  and  employment  losses  of 
$1,252,400  and  180  jobs. 

Changes  in  the  grazing  fee  distribution  would  be  as  follows: 


Range  Improvement  Fund 
Federal  Treasury 
State  of  Idaho 
TOTAL 


-$165,000 
-$123,755 
-  $41,251 
-$330,012 


The  total  capital  value  of  the  AUMs  lost  would  range  from  $9.3  million 
to  $41.3  million. 

Recreation 

By  the  end  of  20  years  hunting  and  fishing  activity  occasions  in  the  RMP 
area  would  increase  by  75,000  (37,500  activity  occasions  each).   This  would 
translate  into  direct  income  of  $353,000  and  total  income  of  $798,600.   This 
would  be  an  increase  of  37%  from  current  RMP  area  hunting  and  fishing  income 
and  would  constitute  26%  of  current  three-county  hunting  and  fishing  income. 

By  the  end  of  20  years  direct  employment  in  the  RMP  area  resulting  from 
hunting  and  fishing  would  increase  by  50.   Total  employment  would  increase 
by  114  or  an  increase  of  37%  from  current  levels.   This  would  represent  29% 
of  the  current  three-county  hunting  and  fishing  employment. 

There  would  be  a  1,375,000  activity  occasion  increase  in  other  types  of 
outdoor  recreation  in  the  RMP  area  by  the  end  of  20  years.   This  would  be  an 
increase  of  75%  from  current  levels.  As  was  identified  in  Chapter  3,  this 
type  of  activity  does  not  have  any  valuation  studies  which  can  be  used  to 
place  a  value  on  this  activity. 

Summary 

This  alternative  would  have  the  same  impacts  related  to  agricultural 
development  as  Alternative  D.   The  adverse  impacts  on  local  ranchers  with 
this  alternative  would  be  very  significant.   The  net  income  change  would  be 
a  loss  of  $1.0  million.   The  net  employment  change  would  be  a  loss  of  141 
jobs.   Grazing  fee  collections  would  be  reduced  by  $330,000.   The  capital 
value  of  lost  AUMs  would  range  from  $9.3  to  $41.3  million. 
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Environmental  Consequences 


Short-Term  Use  Versus  Long-Term  Productivity 

The  short-term  uses  of  man's  environment  are  described  for  each 
alternative  in  Chapter  2.  The  relationship  of  these  short-term  uses  to 
long-term  productivity  for  various  resources  is  discussed  in  Chapter  A.   The 
environmental  consequences  presented  in  Chapter  4  show  that  a  difference  in 
long-term  productivity  would  be  expected  from  one  alternative  to  another.   A 
comparative  summary  of  the  environmental  consequences  for  each  alternative 
is  presented  in  Table  2-5. 


Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitments  of  Resources 


Implementation  of  any  of  the  alternatives  would  limit  potential  future 
uses  of  the  land  and  resources  to  some  extent.   Irreversible  and 
irretrievable  commitments  of  resources  occur  when  future  options  are 
foreclosed  or  resource  values  lost. 

The  Preferred  Alternative  (Alternative  C)  would  result  in  the  following 
irreversible  or  irretrievable  commitments  of  resources: 

An  irretrievable  loss  of  soil  would  occur  on  lands  put  into  agricultural 
production. 

Wildlife  habitat  would  be  modified  on  transferred  lands  converted  to 
other  uses.   This  would  benefit  pheasant  populations  but  small  mammal 
populations  and  other  prey  species  for  birds  of  prey  would  be  reduced.   This 
would  result  in  a  reduction  of  birds  of  prey  (raptors).  Agricultural 
development  would  also  result  in  the  loss  of  habitat  for  20  to  25  pairs  of 
long-billed  curlews.   These  areas  would  be  committed  for  the  foreseeable 
future. 

Approximately  15,500  AUMs  of  grazing  use  lost  from  conversion  of 
transferred  lands  to  other  uses  would  be  lost  for  the  foreseeable  future. 
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CHAPTER  5 
CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 


The  Jarbidge  Resource  Management  Plan/ Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(RMP/EIS)  was  prepared  by  an  interdisciplinary  team  with  expertise  in  range 
management,  wildlife,  recreation,  lands,  wilderness,  economics,  soils, 
watershed,  cultural  resources,  minerals  and  energy,  fire  management  and  fire 
ecology.   The  list  of  preparers  is  at  the  end  of  this  chapter. 

The  planning  process  began  in  February  1981  with  issue  identification  and 
the  other  steps  of  the  planning  process.   Consultation  and  coordination  with 
agencies,  organisations,  and  individuals  occurred  in  a  variety  of  ways 
throughout  the  planning  process.  A  special  effort  has  been  made  to  ensure 
that  the  alternatives  are  consistent  with  approved  plans  of  local  and  state 
government.  The  following  is  a  summary  of  the  public  participation  and 
in-house  coordination  which  occurred  during  preparation  of  the  Jarbidge 
RMP/EIS. 

Issue  Identification  and  Inventory  Stage 


February  10,  1981 


Notice  of  Intent  to  prepare  Resource  Management  Plan 
(RMP)  published  in  Federal  Register. 


February  12,  1981  Boise  District  Advisory  Council  was  briefed  on  RMP 

process  and  preliminary  issues. 


March  6,  1981 


April  3,  1981 


April  10,  1981 


RMP  mailout  sent  to  491  agencies,  organizations,  groups, 
and  individuals  announcing  the  beginning  of  the  planning 
process  and  soliciting  the  identification  of  issues  and 
planning  criteria.  Approximately  140  people  responded  by 
prioritizing  and  identifying  issues. 

News  release  issued  to  announce  that  23  areas  (3  in 
Jarbidge  RMP)  will  be  considered  in  the  planning  process 
for  potential  wilderness  designation.   Public  meetings 
were  held  in  Boise  (4/15/81),  Marsing  (4/16/81),  and 
Bruneau  (4/22/81). 

District  Office  Staff  meeting  -  preliminary  issue 
identification. 


April  14,  1981 


April  28,  1981 
May  21,  1981 


Public  meeting  at  Three  Creek,  Idaho  to  explain  issues 
and  inventory  procedures.  Forty-two  people  (primarily 
livestock  permittees  and  representatives  from  State  and 
Federal  agencies)  were  in  attendance. 

State  Office  Staff  meeting  -  issue  identification. 

Area  Manager  meeting  with  local  government  officials  and 
special  interest  groups  (county  commissioners,  Idaho 
Cattleman's  Association,  etc.)  to  identify  significant 
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Issues  at  Glenns  Ferry  City  Hall.   Approximately  25 
people  attended. 

September  16,  1981  State  Director  briefing  on  issues  identified  for 

consideration  in  Jarbidge  RMP. 

October  6,  1981     RMP  mailout  sent  to  491  agencies,  organizations,  groups, 

and  individuals  to  give  results  of  initial  issue 
identification. 

July  28,  1982      Meeting  with  Say lor  Creek  users  at  Glenns  Ferry  City 

Hall  to  discuss  inventory  progress  and  the  division  of 
Say lor  Creek  into  individual  allotments. 

In  addition  to  the  public  meetings  listed  above,  team  members  also  made 
approximately  20  contacts  with  individuals  concerning  planning  issues  or  the 
collection  of  inventory  data. 

Analysis  of  Management  Situation  and  Formulation  of  Alternatives 

During  these  steps  of  the  planning  process,  an  effort  was  made  to  contact 
over  500  agencies,  organizations,  and  individuals  who  had  expressed  an 
interest  in  the  development  of  the  land  use  plan.   Comments  and  input  were 
received  from  a  variety  of  sources,  including  the  National  Park  Service, 
U.S.  Forest  Service,  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Idaho  Department  of 
Water  Resources,  County  Commissioners,  Grazing  Associations,  the  Committee 
for  Idaho's  High  Desert,  Sierra  Club,  and  several  ranchers  and  agricultural 
development  groups,  as  well  as  other  individuals  and  groups.   Following  is  a 
summary  of  the  major  public  meetings,  briefings,  and  in-house  coordination 
which  occurred  during  development  of  the  alternatives  and  impact  assessment 
stages. 


September  4,  1983 


November  28,  1983 


Land  use  plan  briefing  with  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  at 
annual  coordination  meeting  in  Jerome. 

Preliminary  identification  of  alternatives  sent  to  482 
agencies,  organizations,  groups,  and  individuals 
soliciting  comments. 


December  15,  1983 


RMP  open  house  held  at  Boise  District  Office, 
people  attended  and  were  briefed  on  the  draft 
alternatives. 


Twenty-one 


January  17,  1984 

February  10,  1984 
February  14,  1984 

March  13,  1984 


Twin  Falls  County  Commissioners  meeting  to  discuss  RMP 
alternatives  at  Twin  Falls  County  Courthouse. 

State  Director  briefing  on  alternatives. 

Meeting  with  Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife  to  discuss 
elk  transplant  and  RMP  alternatives  at  Jackpot,  Nevada. 

Meeting  with  14  members  of  the  Southside  Grazing 
Association  to  discuss  RMP  alternatives.   Held  in  Glenns 
Ferry,  Idaho. 
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March  27,  1984      Meeting  with  Hagerman  Grazing  Association  to  discuss  RMP 

alternatives. 

March  1984         Meeting  with  Region  4,  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  to  discuss 

impact  assessments.   Held  in  Jerome,  Idaho. 

April  6,  1984       Meeting  with  '71  Grazing  Association  to  discuss  RMP 

alternatives.   Held  in  Buhl.   Approximately  70  people 
attended. 

April  23,  1984      Meeting  with  Region  3,  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  to  discuss 

impact  assessments.   Held  in  Boise. 

April  30,  1984      Briefed  Congressional  delegation  (Senator  Symms, 

Congressman  Craig,  and  Senator  McClure)  on  RMP 
alternatives.   Held  in  Boise. 

May  14,  1984        Meeting  with  Elmore  County  Commissioners  to  discuss  RMP 

alternatives.   Held  at  Elmore  County  Courthouse  in 
Mountain  Home. 

The  Draft  and  Final  RMP/EIS  was  sent  to  the  following  individuals  and 
organizations.   This  list  is  representative  but  not  inclusive. 

Elected  Officials 

Federal: 

Senator  James  McClure 
Senator  Steve  Symms 
Congressman  Larry  Craig 
Congressman  George  Hansen 

State: 

Governor  John  Evans 
Senator  James  Risch 
Senator  Walt  Yarborough 
Representative  Gerry  Montgomery 
Representative  Lyman  Winchester 

Local: 

Elmore  County  Commissioners 
Owyhee  County  Commissioners 
Twin  Falls  County  Commissioners 

Federal  Agencies 

Department  of  Agriculture: 
U.S.  Forest  Service 
U.S.  Soil  Conservation  Service 

Department  of  Defense: 
U.S.  Air  Force 
Idaho  National  Guard 


5-3 


Department  of  Energy: 

Bonneville  Power  Administration 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 

Department  of  the  Interior: 
National  Park  Service 
U.S.  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
U.S.  Bureau  of  Mines 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
U.S.  Geological  Survey 

Department  of  Transportation: 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 

State  Agencies,  Commissions  or  Boards 

Idaho  Department  of  Agriculture 

Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 

Idaho  Department  of  Health,  Welfare  and  Environmental  Services 

Idaho  Department  of  Lands 

Idaho  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation 

Idaho  Department  of  Water  Resources 

Idaho  Public  Utilities  Commission 

Idaho  State  Historic  Preservation  Office 

Idaho  Outfitters  and  Guides  Board 

Office  of  the  Governor 

Advisory  Councils 

Boise  District  Multiple  Use  Advisory  Council 
Boise  District  Grazing  Advisory  Board 

Organizations 

Ada  County  Fish  and  Game  League 

Appaloosa  Horse  Club 

American  Fisheries  Society 

American  Wilderness  Alliance 

Association  of  Idaho  Cities 

Association  of  Western  Native  Plant  Societies 

Audubon  Society 

Boise  Chamber  of  Commerce 

BSU  Conservation  Group 

Caldwell  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Committee  for  Idaho's  High  Desert 

Desert  Bighorn  Sheep  Council 

Desert  Fishes  Council 

Desert  Raiders 

Desert  Rats 

Desert  Research  Institute 

Desert  Tortoise  Council 
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Eagle  Valley  Environmentalists,  Inc. 

Earth  First 

Federation  of  Western  Outdoor  Clubs 

Friends  of  the  Earth 

Gem  County  Rock  and  Mineral  Society 

Good  Sam  Club 

Idaho  Archaeological  Society 

Idaho  Association  of  Counties 

Idaho  Carey  Act  Association 

Idaho  Cattlemen's  Association 

Idaho  Conservation  League 

Idaho  Environmental  Council 

Idaho  Historical  Society 

Idaho  Mining  Association 

Idaho  Native  Riant  Society 

Idaho  Natural  Areas  Coordinating  Committee 

Idaho  Outdoor  Association 

Idaho  Outfitters  and  Guides  Association 

Idaho  Petroleum  Council 

Idaho  Rare  Birds  Committee 

Idaho  State  Grange 

Idaho  Trail  Machine  Association 

Idaho  Wildlife  Federation 

Idaho  Woolgrowers  Association 

Institute  for  High  Desert  Studies 

League  of  Women  Voters 

Magic  Valley  Gem  Club 

Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  Sportsman  Club 

National  Council  of  Public  Land  Users 

National  Public  Land  Advisory  Council 

National  Public  Lands  Task  Force 

National  Rifle  Association  of  America 

National  Wildlife  Federation 

Natural  Resource  Defense  Council 

Nature  Conservancy 

Northwest  Mining  Association 

Oregon  Wilderness  Coalition 

Owyhee   Cattlemen's  Association 

Owyhee  County  Historical  Society 

Pacific  League  Foundation 

Pacific  Northwest  4-Wheel  Drive  Association 

Public  Lands  Council 

Sagebrush  Rebellion,  Inc. 

Sierra  Club 

Snake  River  Audubon  Society 

Snake  River  Gem  Club 

Society  for  Range  Management 

Treasure  Valley  Club 

Treasure  Valley  Rock  and  Gem  Club 

United  4  Wheel  Drive  Association 

Wilderness  Institute 

Wilderness  Society 

Wildlife  Management  Institute 
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Wildlife  Society 

Wildlife  Research  Institute 

Concerned  or  Affected  Individuals,  Companies,  Businesses,  and  Schools 

ARCO 

Noranda  Exploration,  Inc. 

Rivers  Odysseys  West 

Salmon  River  Kayaks 

TEXACO 

Affected  grazing  permittees 

Other  businesses  and  industries 

Colleges  and  universities 

Desert  Land  Entry  applicants 

Other  individuals 


PUBLIC  REVIEW  AND  COMMENT 

The  Draft  RMP/EIS  was  mailed  out  to  approximately  1,000  individuals, 
organizaitons  and  agencies.   Public  hearings  concerning  the  draft  were  held 
in  Boise,  Idaho  on  November  28,  1984;  Twin  Falls,  Idaho  on  November  29, 
198A;  and  in  Three  Creek,  Idaho  on  December  5,  1984.   Two  open  house 
meetings  were  also  held.   One  in  Twin  Falls,  Idaho  on  November  14,  1984  and 
one  in  Boise,  Idaho  on  November  16,  1984.   In  addition  to  these,  numerous 
meetings  were  held  with  interested  individuals,  groups  and  organizations  to 
discuss  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 

A  total  of  154  interested  individuals,  Federal  and  State  agencies  and 
organizations  submitted  comments  on  the  Draft  RMP/EIS.  All  letters  and 
public  hearing  comments  were  received  and  considered  in  the  preparation  of 
this  proposed  RMP/Final  EIS .   Table  5-1  lists  the  letters  that  were  received 
and  the  individuals  who  gave  oral  testimony  at  the  public  hearing. 

Although  all  public  input  will  be  considered  when  management  decisions 
for  the  Jarbidge  Area  are  made,  only  comments  that  presented  new  data, 
questioned  the  adequacy  of  the  impact  analysis  or  raised  questions  or  issues 
bearing  directly  upon  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  have  been  responded  to  in  this 
document. 

Because  of  the  large  number  of  letters  received  only  those  containing 
substantive  comments  have  been  reprinted.   Each  substantive  comment  has  been 
numbered.   The  BLM  response  to  each  comment  preceeds  the  letters  and  is 
numbered  to  correspond  with  the  appropriate  comment  found  in  the  letter. 

Those  individuals  who  presented  testimony  that  we  responded  to  have  also 
been  numbered.   Because  of  the  length  of  the  testimony,  only  that  portion  of 
the  testimony  responded  to  is  printed.   Each  comment  is  numbered  with  the 
response  to  the  comment  immediately  following  it.   Some  individuals 
submitted  letters  and  also  testified  at  the  public  hearings.   Where  this  was 
the  case  and  where  their  comments  were  the  same,  we  have  responded  to  the 
comments  in  the  letter.   If  their  comments  contained  different  points,  we 
have  responded  to  both  the  letter  and  the  public  hearing  testimony. 
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Table  5-1 
List  of  Comments  on  Draft  RMP/EIS 


WRITTEN  COMMENTS 


Log 
# 


1. 

2. 

3.* 

4. 

5.* 

6. 

7. 
8. 
9.* 

10. 
11.* 

12.* 
13.* 
14.* 

15. 
16. 
17.* 
18.* 

19.* 

20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29.* 

30. 

31. 

32. 

33.* 

34. 

35.* 

36.* 


Name 


M.  Baldwin 
Kent  Ersksine 
Martin  J.  Gabica 
Elliott  Bernshaw 
Harry  Melts 
Idaho  Museum  of 

Natural  History 
P.J.  DeNiro 
Gail  B.  Robinson 
USDI  Fish  &  Wildlife 

Service 
Dean  Littlepage 
Lawrence  E.  Nielson, 

Ph.D. 
Harry  Melts 
Walter  B.  Wells 
R.J.  Juliff 

Stan  Mai 
Darlene  Emry 
Jose  Barinaga 
USDI,  Geological 

Survey 
USDA,  Soil  Cons. 

Service 
M.A.  McConnell 
Bill  Minor 
Sandi  &  Rich  Franz 
Hildegard  Raeber 
Susan  Wood-Ray 
Gene  &  Shane  Walker 
C.J.  Stapp 
Harry  T.  Shaw 
Rhetajene  Fairchild 
Cooperative  Extension 

Service 
Dusty  Young 
Ellen  Trueblood 
Gerald  Tews 
Janet  Ocrowley 
Bruce  Bowler 
John  K.  Courtney 
Joe  Leguineche,  Jr. 
Daniel  A.  Poole 


37.   Harvey  D.  Loder 


Location 

Representing 

Seattle,  WA 

Self 

Ashland,  OR 

Silver  Cloud  Farm 

Boise,  ID 

Self 

Salt  Lake  City,  UT 

Self 

Porthill,  ID 

Self 

Pocatello,  ID 

State  Agency 

Denver,  CO 

Sohio  Petroleum  Co. 

Marlboro,  MA 

Self 

Boise,  ID 

Federal  Agency 

Anchorage,  AK 

Self 

Redmond ,  OR 

Self 

Porthill,  ID 

Self 

Buhl,  ID 

Self 

Long  Beach,  CA 

Southern  Calif.  Edison 

Co. 

Filer,  ID 

Self 

Boise,  ID 

Self 

Castleford,  ID 

Self 

Res ton,  VA 

Federal  Agency 

Boise,  ID 

Federal  Agency 

Gooding,  ID 

Self 

Hailey,  ID 

Self 

Jerome,  ID 

Self 

Ketchum,  ID 

Self 

Hagerman,  ID 

Self 

Shoshone,  ID 

Self 

Gooding,  ID 

Self 

Hagerman,  ID 

Self 

Burley,  ID 

Self 

Twin  Falls,  ID 

State  Agency 

Hailey,  ID 

Self 

Nampa ,  ID 

Self 

Filer,  ID 

Self 

Picabo,  ID 

Self 

Boise,  ID 

Self 

Twin  Falls,  ID 

Self 

Gooding,  ID 

Self 

Washington,  D.C. 

Wildlife  Management 

Institute 

Twin  Falls,  ID 

Self 
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Log 

# 

Name 

Location 

Representing 

38. 

Jill  Wyatt 

Bremerton,  WA 

Self 

39. 

Chris  Mazzalo,  D.D.S. 

Ketchum,  ID 

Self 

40.* 

Ed  Speer 

Lakewood,  CO 

Tenneco  Minerals 

41.* 

James  S .  Fereday 

Corvallis,  OR 

Self 

42.* 

Robert  Jones 

Pocatello,  ID 

Self 

43. 

Lecia  Harris 

Pocatello,  ID 

Self 

44. 

Donald  Cohen 

Hailey,  ID 

Self 

45. 

Steve  Janney 

St.  Louis,  MD 

Self 

46.* 

Kirk  Vincent 

Berkeley,  CA 

Self 

47.* 

Kay  Hammel 

Boise,  ID 

Self 

48. 

Frank.  R.  Florence 

Twin  Falls,  ID 

Self 

49. 

A.E.  Lundquist 

Nampa ,  ID 

Self 

50. 

C.  Lister 

Seattle,  WA 

Self 

51.* 

Jack  Trueblood 

Nampa ,  Id 

Self 

52. 

Richard  Anderson 

Jackson,  NH 

Self 

53. 

Ethel  Thorneley 

Self 

54.* 

USDI,  Geological 
Survey 

Resten,  VA 

Federal  Agency 

55. 

Alan  Reynolds 

Ketchum,  ID 

Self 

56.* 

Steve  Caicco 

Boise,  ID 

Idaho  Natural  Heritage 
Program 

57.* 

Brent  Knapp 

Boise,  ID 

Self 

58. 

Jerry  Hughes 

Cambridge,  ID 

Hughes  River  Expenditions 

59.* 

Gilbert  F.  DeKlotz 

Filer,  ID 

Self 

60. 

Stanley  Albee 

Buhl,  ID 

Self 

61. 

Gerald  A.  Jayne 

Idaho  Falls,  ID 

Self 

62. 

Dennis  Fitzgerald 

Hailey,  ID 

Self 

63. 

Gary  Stowell 

Bruneau,  ID 

Self 

64. 

George  Holmes 

Twin  Falls,  ID 

Self 

65. 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  Frank 
Mosman 

Eagle,  ID 

Self 

66.* 

Weston  D.  Farris 

Glenns  Ferry,  ID 

Self 

67. 

A.R.  Hausrath 

Idaho  Falls,  ID 

Idaho  Environmental 
Council 

68. 

Jeff  Ruprecht 

Twin  Falls,  ID 

Prairie  Falcon  Audubon 
Society 

69. 

Gary  W.  Stitzinger 

Ketchum,  ID 

Self 

70.* 

Robert  Barton 

Rogers on,  ID 

Self 

71. 

Julia  Conway  Welch 

Caldwell,  ID 

Self 

72. 

Bruce  Aitken 

Boise,  ID 

Self 

73. 

Burt  Ross 

N.  Andover,  MA 

Self 

74.* 

Idaho  Dep' t.  of  Fish 
&  Game,  Region  IV 

Boise,  ID 

State  Agency 

75.* 

Idaho  Dep't.  of  Fish 
&  Game,  Region  IV 

Jerome,  ID 

State  Agency 

76.* 

Suzanne  Valder 

Boise,  ID 

Self 

77.* 

Dorian  Daffin 

Boise,  ID 

Self 

78. 

Steve  Jakubowics 

Boise,  ID 

Self 

79.* 

Idaho  State  Historical 

Boise,  ID 

State  Agency 

Society 
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Log 
# 


Name 


Location 


Representing 


80.* 

State  of  Idaho,  Dep't. 
of  Lands 

Boise,  ID 

State  Agency 

81.* 

Gary  Grindstaff 

Buhl,  ID 

Balanced  Rock  Soil 

Conservation  District 

82.* 

State  of  Idaho,  Dep't. 
of  Water  Resources 

Twin  Falls,  ID 

State  Agency 

83. 

Margaret  J.  Pratt 

Twin  Falls,  ID 

Self 

84. 

Jon  Marvel 

Ha i ley,  ID 

Self 

85. 

Paul  Fritz 

Boise,  ID 

American  Wilderness 
Alliance 

86. 

Martin  McGregor 

W.  Jordan,  UT 

Self 

87.* 

C.A.  Wellner 

Moscow,  ID 

Self 

88. 

Grant  Simonds 

Boise,  ID 

Self 

89. 

Charles  C.  Yoder 

Boise,  ID 

Sierra  Club,  Middle  Snake 
Group 

90. 

Martha  E.  Quigley 

Buhl,  ID 

Self 

91. 

Wade  Quigley 

Buhl,  ID 

Self 

92.* 

Charles  R.  Potter 

Kimberly,  ID 

Self 

93. 

John  K.  Courtney 

Twin  Falls,  ID 

Self 

94.* 

Randall  Brewer 

Rogerson,  ID 

Self 

95.* 

J.W.  Swan 

Rogerson,  ID 

Self 

96.* 

Frank  L.  Bachman 

Boise,  ID 

J.R.  Simplot  Company 

97.* 

Ken  Tverdy 

Castleford,  ID 

Self 

98.* 

Stanley  Lehman 

Wendell,  ID 

Self 

99.* 

Tom  Blessinger 

Boise,  Id 

"71"  Livestock  Association 

100.* 

Dave  Bivens 

Boise,  ID 

Idaho  Cattle  Association 

101.* 

Russell  W.  Hughins 

Pullman,  WA 

Self 

102.* 

Jane  Leeson 

Boise,  ID 

The  Wilderness  Society, 
N.  Rockies  Region 

103. 

James  E.  McFarling 

Spokane ,  WA 

Self 

104.* 

Gerald  Tews 

Filer,  ID 

Tews  Angus  Farms,  Inc. 

105.* 

Harold  C.  Miles 

Nampa ,  ID 

Idaho  Consumer  Affairs, 
Inc. 

106.* 

Pete  Wyman 

Spokane ,  WA 

Self 

107.* 

Rose  Strickland 

Reno,  NV 

Sierra  Club 

108.* 

Allen  R.  Ansell 

Boise,  ID 

Idaho  Power  Company 

109. 

Brian  Schaeffer 

Boise,  ID 

Self 

110.* 

Jeffrey  C.  Fereday 

Boise,  ID 

Self 

111.* 

Michael  A.  Guerry 

Buhl,  ID 

Guerry,  Inc. 

112.* 

Frank  Vaughn 

Lake view,  OR 

Self  ' 

113.* 

Peter  Bowler 

Bliss,  ID 

Self 

114.* 

Randall  E.  Morris 

Mountain  Home,  ID 

Committee  for  Idaho's 
High  Desert 

115. 

L.E.  Drexler 

Twin  Falls,  ID 

Magic  Valley  Trail 
Machine  Assn. 

116.* 

Kevin  F.  Trainor 

Twin  Falls,  ID 

Self 

117. 

Noy  E.  Bracket t 

Twin  Falls,  ID 

Self 

118. 

Steve  Miller 

Twin  Falls,  ID 

Self 

119. 

Julia  Bent,  D.V.M. 

Seattle,  WA 

Self 

120. 

John  R.  Swans on 

Berkeley,  CA 

Self 

121. 

Mrs.  F.L.  Orth 

Enterprise,  AL 

Self 
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122. 

John  Faulkner 

Gooding,  ID 

Faulkner  Land  &  Livestock 
Inc. 

123.* 

Randy  Quigley 

Gooding,  ID 

Randy  Quigley  Enterprises 

124. 

Robert  Owen 

Jerome,  ID 

Self 

125.* 

Sheldon  Bluestein 

Boise,  ID 

Self 

126.* 

Bert  Brackett 

Rogerson,  ID 

Self 

127. 

Kristen  Fletcher 

Ketchum,  ID 

Self 

128.* 

U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency 

Seattle,  WA 

Federal  Agency 

129.* 

Nevada  State  Office  of 
Community  Services 

Carson  City, 

NV 

State  Agency 

129a.* 

Nevada  Dept.  of 
Wildlife 

Carson  City, 

NV 

State  Agency 

129b.* 

Nevada  Division  of 
State  Parks 

Carson  City, 

NV 

State  Agency 

130.* 

Stanley  T.  Boyd 

Boise,  ID 

Idaho  Wool  Growers 

131.*  William  R.  Meiners 


132.*  Robert  Mason 


133. 

Steve  Miller 

134.* 

Howard  C.  Ferris 

135. 

George  Wuerthner 

136. 

Harold  C.  Miles 

137. 

Idaho  Dep't.  of  Parks 

&  Recreation 

138. 

S.K.  Howard 

139.* 

Department  of  the  Air 

Force 

Boise,  ID 


Elko,  NV 

Twin  Falls,  ID 
Portland,  OR 

Missoula,  MT 
Nampa,  ID 
Boise,  ID 

Bruneau,  ID 

San  Francisco,  CA 


Association 
Self,  Idaho  Wildlife 

Federation  &  Idaho 

Natural  Resurces  Legal 

Foundation 
Nevada  Chapter;  The 

Wildlife  Society 
Self 
Pacific  Power  and  Light 

Company 
Self 

Id  Consumer  Affairs,  Inc. 
State  Agency 

Howard  Ranches 
Federal  Agency 


ORAL  TESTIMONY 
Boise,  Idaho  November  28,  1984 


T-l 

Harold  C.  Miles 

Nampa ,  ID 
Inc. 

T-2 

W.A.  McGrew 

T-3 

William  R.  Meiners 

Meridian,  ID 

T-4* 

Gerald  Tews 

Filer,  ID 

T-5 

Dave  Bivens 

Boise,  ID 

T-6* 

Brent  Knapp 

Boise,  ID 

T-7 

Ray  Blair 

Glenns  Ferry,  ID 

T-8* 

Randy  Morris 

Mountain  Home,  ID 

T-9 

Howard  Emry 

Boise,  ID 

T-10 

Wallace  B.  Sterling 

Boise,  ID 

T-ll 

Stan  Boyd 

Boise,  ID 

Idaho  Consumper  Affairs, 

Elmore  Cattleman's  Assn. 

Idaho  Wildlife  Federation 

Self 

Idaho  Cattle  Association 

Self 

Glenns  Ferry  Grazing 

Association 
Committee  for  Idaho's 

High  Desert 
Northwest  Federation  of 

Mineralogical  Soc,  Inc. 
Idaho  Trail  Machine  Assn. 
Idaho  Wool  Growers  Assn. 
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Twin  Falls,  Idaho  November  29,  1984 


T-12* 

Duane  Ramseyer 

Filer,  ID 

Self  &  Ramseyer  Cattle 

Co. 
Dove  Springs 

T-13 

Steve  Gochnour 

Burke ley,  ID 

T-14 

Janety  Ocrowley 

Picabo,  ID 

Self 

T-15 

Charles  Peterson 

Hey burn,  ID 

Self 

T-16 

Mark  Hobson 

Self 

T-17 

John  Courtney 

Twin  Falls,  ID 

Self  &  Leguineche  Land  & 
Livestock 

T-18* 

Bob  Barton 

Rogerson,  ID 

Self 

T-19* 

Maurice  Guerry 

Castleford,  ID 

Self 

T-20 

Dusty  Young 

Hailey,  ID 

Self 

T-21 

John  Faulkner 

Gooding,  ID 

Self 

T-22 

Gene  Anthis 

Twin  Falls,  ID 

Desert  Canyon  Mines 

T-23 

Steve  Herrett 

Twin  Falls,  ID 

Self 

Three  Creek,  Idaho  December  5,  1984 


T-24* 

Elaine  Martin 

Jerome,  ID 

Idaho  Carey  Act  Assn. 

T-25* 

Gary  Stowell 

Rowland ,  ] 

NV 

Verland  Stowell 

T-26 

J.W.  Swan 

Rogerson, 

ID 

Swan  Land  &  Livestock  Co 

T-27 

Lola  Blossom 

Rogerson, 

ID 

Self  &  Harvey  Blossom 

T-28* 

Mike  Guerry 

Buhl,  ID 

Self 

T-29* 

Chet  Brackett 

Rogerson, 

ID 

Self 

T-30* 

Rolland  Patrick 

Rogerson, 

ID 

Devil  Creek  Ranch 

T-31 

Ken  Blick 

Rogerson, 

ID 

Self 

T-32* 

Ben  Gnesa 

Rogerson, 

ID 

Seven  Triangle  Ranch 

T-33* 

Bert  Brackett 

Rogerson, 

ID 

Self 

T-34 

Randall  Brewer 

Rogerson, 

ID 

'71  Livestock  Assn. 

T-35 

Owen  Barton 

Rogerson, 

ID 

Self 

*  Letters  or  oral  testimony  that  have  substantive  comments  and  are 
reprinted  in  this  document. 
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RESPONSE  TO  WRITTEN  TESTIMONY 

Response  3.1  -  Alternative  D  includes  full  suppression  for  the  entire 
resource  area  to  provide  a  range  of  alternatives  for  analysis  purposes.   The 
benefit  of  fire  in  the  ecosystem  is  recognized  and  the  option  of  prescribed 
fire  is  available  under  this  alternative.   A  separate  wilderness  management 
plan  that  addresses  fire  will  be  developed  for  each  designated  wilderness 
area.   This  plan  would  identify  areas  where  wild  fires  may  be  allowed  to  burn. 

Response  5.1  -  The  wilderness  inventory  documents  at  the  Boise  District 
Office  include  detailed  maps  of  intrusions  and  definitions  of  roads  and 
ways.   Roads  to  be  "cherrystemmed"  or  left  inside  the  WSA  boundaries  are 
shown  on  the  RMP/EIS  maps.   These  roads  may  be  closed  to  general  public  use 
following  wilderness  designation.   The  wilderness  inventory  identified  29 
miles  of  ways  in  WSA  ID-111-17,  14  miles  of  ways  in  WSA  ID-17-11,  and  4  miles 
of  ways  in  WSA  ID-19-2.   All  ways  inventoried  would  be  closed  in  an  area 
designated  as  wilderness.  A  final  determination  of  cherrystem  road  closures 
would  be  made  at  the  time  wilderness  area  plans  are  developed.   For  the 
purpose  of  environmental  analysis  in  the  RMP/EIS  and  subsequent  final 
Jarbidge  Wilderness  EIS,  the  assumption  is  made  that  all  roads  would  be 
closed  within  designated  wilderness.   We  have  modified  the  impact  assessment 
in  Chapter  4  to  indicate  that  approximately  150-300  motorized  recreation  user 
days  would  be  displaced  from  within  wilderness  study  areas  to  surrounding 
areas. 

Response  9.1  -  These  species  have  been  added  to  the  proposed  RMP/final 
EIS. 

Response  11.1  -  We  do  not  anticipate  that  the  management  actions  proposed 
in  Alternative  D  would  significantly  affect  the  total  amount  of  tourism  or 
recreational  activities  that  would  occur  above  current  trend  levels. 
Economic  benefits  associated  with  hunting  and  fishing  have  been  added  to  each 
alternative.   The  economic  benefit  of  other  types  of  recreation  use  is  not 
quantifiable. 

Response  12.1  -  A  telephone  inquiry  into  ORV  policy  on  the  Cabeza  Prieta 
and  Kofa  National  Wildlife  Refuges  revealed  the  following: 

No  ORV  use  is  allowed  on  either  refuge.   All  motor  vehicle  travel  is 
limited  to  specified  roads.   On  the  Kofa  Refuge,  hundreds  of  miles  of  roads 
and  trails  were  closed  to  motorized  use.  Motor  vehicles  are  now  restricted 
to  300  miles  of  roads  on  this  refuge.  Where  the  roads  travel  through  sheep 
habitat,  sheep  almost  abandon  those  areas.   Kofa  personnel  have  documented 
declines  in  sheep  observations  where  public  use  of  roads  is  high.   Key  sheep 
areas  are  monitored  for  the  amount  of  public  use.   If  public  pressure  becomes 
too  great,  administrative  action  will  be  taken  to  reduce  access  or  people 
numbers. 

On  the  Cabezo  Prieta  only  two  roads  totalling  150  miles  are  open  to 
public  access.   Citations  are  issued  to  vehicles  off  these  roads.   On  this 
refuge,  roads  are  located  predominately  on  the  desert  flow,  away  from  sheep 
habitat  (personal  communications  Kofa  and  Cabeza  Prieta  Refuge  Managers, 
April  1985). 
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Response  12.2  -  The  ways  you  identified  as  being  missing  do  not  meet  the 
definition  of  a  road  and  therefore  are  not  shown  on  the  map.   Time  and 
monetary  constraints  did  not  allow  all  ways  to  be  put  on  the  map  base  used 
for  the  RMP/EIS.  Also  see  response  5.1. 

Response  13.1  -  Livestock  would  have  to  graze  on  land  other  than  that 
administered  by  the  BLM  (i.e.,  private,  state  or  Forest  Service). 

Response  13.2  -  Platts  and  Wagstaff,  1984;  Rickard  and  Cushings,  1982; 
and  Winegar,  1977,  have  shown  that  fencing  riparian  areas  is  the  quickest 
and  most  effective  method  of  improving  riparian  habitat  condition.   Our 
estimates  of  habitat  improvement  are  based  on  these  studies  as  well  as 
improvement  noted  on  fenced  streams  in  the  Boise  District.   Also  see 
response  29.10 

Response  13.3  -  The  income  per  AUM  values  used  in  the  RMP/EIS  are  based 
on  ranch  budget  results  from  adjacent  areas.   Since  ranch  budgets  on 
adjacent  areas  were  from  permittees  grazing  on  BLM  lands,  these  types  of 
costs  are  accounted  for  in  the  ranch  budgets  and  AUM  values. 

Response  14.1  -  Because  of  the  resource  values  which  are  present  in  the 
Jarbidge  Resource  Area,  we  feel  that  designating  areas  that  would  be  open  or 
closed  to  utility  development  is  preferable  to  developing  specific 
corridors.   Utility  development  could  occur  anywhere  within  the  open  area. 
Open  areas  that  would  correspond  with  the  Western  Utility  Group's 
recommendation  were  addressed  in  Alternative  B.   Because  of  conflicts  with 
wild  and  scenic  river  and  wilderness  proposals  these  areas  do  not  remain 
open  in  the  proposed  plan.   Utility  lines  would  have  to  be  routed  north  or 
south  of  the  areas  recommended  by  the  Western  Utility  Group. 

Response  17.1  -  Proposed  grazing  levels  and  the  amount  of  land  treatment 
are  our  best  estimates  at  this  time  and  are  necessary  for  planning  and 
environmental  assessment  purposes.   Monitoring  and  actual  implementation 
needs  may  indicate  the  need  to  modify  these  estimates  at  a  later  date. 

Response  17.2  -  Current  big  game  populations  and  reasonable  number  goals 
were  derived  from  meetings  with  the  Nevada  Division  of  Wildlife  and  the 
Idaho  Fish  and  Game  Department,  Region  III  and  IV.   BLM  aerial  and  ground 
surveys  of  big  game  along  with  data  from  both  fish  and  game  departments  and 
knowledge  of  biologists  were  used  to  provide  current  big  game  populations. 
In  setting  reasonable  number  goals  for  big  game  species,  the  carrying 
capacity  and  condition  of  the  habitat  were  considered  along  with  goals  of 
Nevada  and  Idaho.   Idaho's  goals  are  normally  based  on  5-year  species 
management  plans.   For  the  EIS  though,  estimates  were  made  for  a  20-year 
time  span.   Such  estimates  would  be  subject  to  change  as  demand,  habitat 
quality  or  fish  and  game  departments  goals  change. 

Response  17.3  -  Although  some  streams  dry  up  for  a  period  of  time  they 
still  provide  valuable  aquatic  and  riparian  habitat  and  therefore  have  been 
retained  in  this  category. 

Response  18.1  -  Because  of  the  gentle  slopes  on  most  areas  where 
increased  grazing  would  occur,  off-site  soil  movement  is  not  expected  to 
increase  significantly. 
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Response  18.2  -  The  effects  of  grazing  use  on  soil  compaction  and 
infiltration  rates  is  discussed  in  Alternative  A,  page  4-3.   The  same  process 
of  soil  compaction  and  reduced  infiltration  will  occur  in  Alternative  C  but 
to  a  greater  extent  since  stocking  rates  will  increase  over  A  as  noted  on 
Appendix  Table  E-l.   Because  of  the  development  of  additional  water  sources 
away  from  existing  streams,  we  do  not  anticipate  that  increased  livestock 
use  would  increase  concentrations  of  coliform  bacteria. 

Response  18.3  -  We  do  not  anticipate  surface  irrigation  return  flows 
leaving  farmland  as  a  result  of  normal  efficient  sprinkler  irrigation 
operations.   It  is  estimated  that  15%  of  applied  irrigation  water  will 
return  to  the  Snake  River  via  underground  infiltration.   Water  quality  of 
this  return  water  will  contain  no  harmful  chemical  fertilizers. 

Response  18.4  -  Table  4-3  uses  a  base  flow  of  6,590  cfs.   This  was  the 
recorded  low  flow  for  August  1981  (a  moderate  drought  year)  at  the  King  Hill 
gauge.   This  "worse  case"  low  flow  was  used  to  compare  a  "worse  case"  river 
diversion  (the  month  of  August)  supplied  by  the  Idaho  Department  of  Water 
Resources  to  develop  potential  impacts. 

Response  18.5  -  Water  needs  identified  on  page  4-42  are  irrigation 
waters  to  be  taken  from  the  Snake  River  both  above  and  below  Milner  Dam.   The 
third  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  on  page  4-16  is  accurate  as  stated 
since  it  deals  with  only  diversions  from  the  Snake  River  below  Milner  Dam. 

Response  19.1  -  This  is  the  approximate  number  of  allotments  in  which 
the  seven  operators  who  have  expressed  interest  in  CRMPs  control  all  or  part 
of  the  grazing  preference.   BLM  has  not  been  officially  notified  of  which 
allotments  would  be  involved,  as  the  initiative  is  with  the  operators  and 
SCS  at  this  point.   BLM  AMPs  could  serve  as  a  portion  of  CRMPs  which  are 
developed  later. 

Response  19.2  -  Table  F-4  has  been  modified  to  show  information  for 
existing  AMP  and  CRMP  allotments  separately  from  all  other  allotments. 

Response  19.3  -  They  will  come  from  allocation  of  additional  forage  from 
extensive  existing  seedings,  additional  fire  rehabilitation  seedings  and 
land  treatments,  and  from  response  to  improved  livestock  management. 

Response  19.4  -  This  is  our  best  estimate  of  the  results  of  the  proposed 
RMP.  Additional  land  may  be  seeded  beyond  that  in  the  Draft  RMP  (2%  of  the 
poor  condition  range  per  year),  however,  the  seeded  lands  would  be  outside 
the  ecological  condition  classification  and  would  still  not  be  considered  to 
be  in  good  or  excellent  condition. 

Response  19.5  -  Considerable  amount  of  this  increase  would  come  from 
better  management  of  existing  improvements. 

Response  29.1  -  The  indicated  stocking  levels  are  the  best  estimates  of 
carrying  capacities  at  this  time  since  trend  data  is  virtually  nonexistent 
within  the  resource  area.   Grazing  use  will  initially  be  at  the  5-year  use 
levels  or  grazing  preference  and  will  be  monitored  prior  to  actual 
adjustments  being  made. 
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Response  29.2  -  The  BLM  has  not  formally  adopted  the  new  terminology. 

Response  29.3  -  We  have  retained  estimates  of  range  improvement 
practices  to  provide  the  public  with  the  information  on  what  we  propose  to 
do  within  the  resource  area  and  to  provide  a  basis  for  environmental 
assessment.  The  acreages  identified  for  treatment  have  been  increased  to 
allow  additional  treatment  on  ranges  that  were  not  predicted  to  improve 
without  management. 

Response  29.4  -  In  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area,  sage  grouse  nesting  and 
brood  rearing  habitat  not  seeded  or  burned  is  predominantly  in  poor 
ecological  condition.  Nesting  areas  are  characterized  by  a  dominant  big 
sagebrush  canopy  and  a  depleted  understory  of  bluegrass,  cheatgrass  and 
sparse  annual  forbs.   On  better  ranges  litter  and  grass-forb  understory 
contribute  to  successful  nesting  by  further  camouflaging  the  site 
(Autenrieth,  1981). 

Sage  grouse  habitat  currently  exhibits  evidence  of  range  deterioration: 

a)  preponderance  of  plants  of  low  palatability, 

b)  vegetation  dominated  by  a  few  species,  and 

c)  presence  of  a  high  percentage  of  annual  plants  (Stoddart  1975). 

Many  methods  are  available  to  reduce  livestocks  impact  and  enhance  range 
plant  communities.  For  example:  delayed  grazing  allows  opportunity  for  new 
plants  to  become  established  and  for  old  plants  to  gain  vigor.  A  rotational 
grazing  system  allows  a  period  of  rest  from  grazing.   Both  of  these  methods 
provide  decreased  livestock  use  compared  to  using  the  same  area  each  year, 
which  is  the  current  existing  situation  over  much  of  the  sage  grouse 
habitat.  They  would  improve  sage  grouse  habitat  through  the  greater 
establishment  of  forbs  and  grasses  and  result  in  greater  plant  and  insect 
diversity,  beneficial  to  nesting  and  brooding  sage  grouse. 

Response  29.5  -  Inference  can  be  made  for  mule  deer,  pronghorn,  elk, 
bighorn  sheep  and  sage  grouse  that  good  ecological  condition  would  provide, 
in  most  instances 'a  better  habitat  rating  than  poor  or  fair  ecological 
condition.   For  bighorn  sheep,  principally  grazers,  excellent  condition  or 
climax  may  be  preferred  on  most  ecological  sites  within  their  habitat. 
Heavy  grazing  use  occurs  on  native  perennial  species  such  as  bearded 
bluebunch  wheatgrass  and  Idaho  fescue  (Van  Dyke  et.  al.  1983).   Both  grass 
species  are  key  components  of  good  condition  ecological  sites  in  bighorn 
habitat.  Such  perennial  bunchgrasses  make  up  a  large  part  of  the  bighorn 
diet  (Barret  1964,  Browning  and  Monson  1980,  Constan  1972). 

Elk  are  also  grazers  predominantly  dependent  on  grass  as  a  key  component 
of  their  diet.   As  a  component  of  the  plant  community,  perennial  grass  is 
more  abundant  in  good  condition  than  it  is  in  poor  and  fair  ecological 
condition  on  sites  used  by  elk  in  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area.   Even  in  the 
winter,  grass-hay  use  has  been  recorded  at  10  pounds  per  400  pound  animal 
(Zarn  1981). 

Mule  deer  have  done  well  in  a  variety  of  subclimax  situations.  In  the 
Jarbidge  though,  the  dominant  browse  species  for  wintering  mule  deer  south 
of  the  Snake  River  is  sagebrush.  These  same  sagebrush  dominated  ecological 
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sites  also  serve  as  the  spring  use  areas,  providing  forbs  and  cool  season 
grasses  to  build  up  body  condition  and  for  fetus  production  (Kerr  1979). 
Our  best  wintering  areas  are  in  good  ecological  condition  where  the 
sagebrush  makes  up  15  to  20%  of  the  plant  community.  A  more  mixed  shrub 
community  would  be  preferred  for  winter  deer  use  but  sagebrush  is  the 
dominant  species  on  the  ecological  sites  crucial  for  mule  deer  wintering  in 
the  Jarbidge. 


5 


Pronghorn  densities  vary  in  the  Jarbidge  depending  on  vegetative  types 
vigor,  structure  and  vegetative  type  mosaics.   Our  goal  is  to  provide  native 
ranges  containing  a  high  floristic  diversity  of  grasses,  forbs,  and  low 
growth  form  shrubs  preferred  by  pronghorn  (Salwasser  1980).   On  many 
ecological  sites  where  pronghorn  are  found  good  ecological  condition  would 
meet  the  above  requirements. 

Sage  grouse  nesting  habitat  is  tied  to  the  Wyoming  sage-bluebunch  wheat- 
grass  habitat  type.   Current  poor  ecological  condition  does  not  provide 
plant  or  insect  diversity.   Research  has  shown  that  succulent  forbs  are  the 
preferred  food  of  sage  grouse  broods  (Klebenow  1969,  Martin  1970  and 
Wallestad  1971).   Succulent  forbs  are  sparse  in  poor  ecological  condition, 
somewhat  more  abundant  in  fair  condition  and  reasonably  abundant  in  good 
condition.   Good  ecological  condition  offers  a  diversity  of  high  quality 
forbs. 

Response  29.6  -  The  guideline  to  maintain  the  short  grass  habitat  for 
curlew  was  written  so  opportunities  would  not  be  precluded.  We  have  no 
plans  to  seed  curlew  habitat  to  crested  wheatgrass  due  to  its  unsuitability. 
Crested  wheatgrass  is  too  tall  for  curlew  interaction  on  nesting  areas  and 
lacks  insect  diversity  and  abundance  necessary  for  the  diet  of  young 
curlews.   The  following  literature  addressed  curlew  habitat  needs:   (Allen 
1980;  Balda,  R.P.  1975;  Forsythe,  D.M.  1972;  Stenzel  et.  al  1976;  and  Jenni 
et.  al  1982). 

Response  29.7  -  BLM  or  the  Fish  and  Game  can  make  recommendations 
regarding  instream  flows.   The  Director,  Department  of  Water  Resources  can 
establish  instream  flows.   Additional  information  concerning  the 
appropriation  of  water  can  be  found  in  Section  42,  Idaho  Code,  Volume  8. 

Response  29.8  -  We  agree  that  nobody  can  be  absolutely  certain  that 
predicted  impacts  will  occur.   However,  based  on  the  current  evidence 
available  and  our  professional  assessment  of  the  various  proposals, 
projected  impacts  are  what  we  feel  will  occur.   Preceeding  each  statement 
with  the  word  "may"  would  weaken  the  impact  assessment.   Where  considerable 
doubt  existed  or  where  the  reference  material  was  conflicting,  impact 
predictions  were  preceeded  by  a  qualifying  statement. 

One  of  the  objectives  of  fencing  streams  is  to  increase  woody  riparian 
vegetation  and  reduce  amounts  of  ungulate  trampling  and  vegetation  removal. 

It  has  been  well  documented  in  many  western  states  that  livestock 
impacts  on  watersheds  and  particularly  drainages  compounds  natural  erosion 
and  soil  movement.   The  statement  that  erosion  would  be  reduced  on  those 
stream  miles  excluded  from  livestock  grazing  is  well  within  the  research 
findings  of  many  studies  carried  out  in  Idaho  and  other  western  states. 
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The  following  is  a  list  of  a  few  references  pertaining  to  impacts  of 
livestock  and  riparian:  (Platts  1977;  Thomas  et  al.  1979;  Platts  1981; 
Kauffman  et  al.  1983;  Lusby  1970;  Winegar  1979;  and  Marcuson  1977). 

Response  29.9  -  Livestock  use  of  riparian  bottoms  accelerates  natural 
erosion  by  the  effects  of  soil  compaction,  bank  sloughing,  and  removal  of 
vegetation.  A  natural  occurrence  such  as  wildfire  will  increase  the  amount 
of  soil  and  debris  introduced  into  drainage /stream  channels.   Livestock  use 
of  these  areas  compounds  the  problem  by  increasing  sediment  loads.   In 
addition,  after  a  fire,  continuous  livestock  use  harvests  regrowth  of 
herbaceous  plants  and  suppresses  or  eventually  eliminates  growth  of  woody 
species  reproduction  that  provide  stream  bank  protection. 

A  good  example  of  this  in  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area  is  the  East  Fork  of 
the  Bruneau  River ^  After  the  occurrence  of  wild  fires  and  with  continuous 
livestock  use  of  the  bottoms,  there  is  little  to  no  streamside  woody 
vegetation  remaining  on  a  large  portion  of  the  river.  According  to  our 
records  (Echo  pump  system)  over  the  past  ten  years  there  has  been  high 
sediment  loads  in  the  drainage. 

Conversely,  early  records  (1927-1931)  verify  that  the  East  Fork  Bruneau 
River  had  good  woody  riparian  growth  and  stream  banks,  and  water  quality  and 
fishing  was  excellent.   The  only  time  the  stream  carried  sediment  was  after 
summer  storms  and  during  spring  runoff  (natural  erosion). 

Response  29 . 10  -  Most  range  management  alternatives  to  fencing  riparian 
zones  in  the  past  have  proved  to  be  unsuccessful.  Range  management  has 
historically  included  different  vegetative  habitats  into  one  management  unit 
(Platts  1984).  Many  grazing  systems  are  developed  to  increase  production  of 
upland  grasses  and  are  not  devised  to  accommodate  the  phenological  needs  of 
riparian  vegetation. 

Special  livestock  management  such  as  herding  or  deferred  use  has  not 
been  applied  generally  in  the  past  due  to  economic  considerations  and 
impracticality.   Past  success  in  the  western  states  from  livestock  exclusion 
within  depleted  riparian  zones  has  been  demonstrated  more  often  than  not  by 
a  rapid  restoration  of  vegetation. 

Site  potential  is  an  important  factor  of  course  and  fencing  recommen- 
dations are  not  made  on  streams  with  low  site  potential.  Developing  water 
away  from  streams  may,  in  some  cases,  be  successful  in  pulling  a  few  animals 
away  from  a  drainage.  Livestock,  however,  are  naturally  attracted  to 
established  riparian  zones,  and  efforts  to  change  this  use  pattern  by 
developing  new  water  sites  are  again  costly,  time  consuming,  and  often 
impractical.   If  monitoring  indicates  that  adequate  stream  improvement  is 
occurring  through  these  other  methods  prior  to  funds  being  available  for 
stream  fencing,  then  some  streams  proposed  for  fencing  may  not  be  fenced. 
Also  see  response  13.2. 

Response  29.11  -  Discussions  in  the  watershed  portion  concerning  erosion 
are  directed  at  accelerated  erosion.  Natural  erosion  on  the  upland  areas  is 
probably  greater  than  erosion  caused  by  land  use  activities,  but  cannot  be 
controlled  by  management  actions  and  was  not  discussed. 
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Response  29.12  -  Wildlife  populations  (i.e.  sage  grouse)  are  expected  to 
fluctuate  even  in  good  habitat,  with  or  without  hunting.   Poor  habitat 
conditions  are  responsible  for  consistent  low  population  numbers.   Sage 
grouse  populations  will  also  fluctuate  even  in  poor  habitat  but  on  the 
average,  carrying  capacity  is  significantly  lower  than  on  better  condition 
habitat.   Thousands  of  acres  of  sage  grouse  habitat  have  been  reduced  to 
poor  condition  through  man's  activities.   One  example  of  this  is  the 
conversion  of  sagebrush  to  monotypic  seedings  which  don't  provide  the 
minimum  food  and  cover  requirements  for  sage  grouse. 

Response  29.13  -  Streams  in  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area  were  surveyed 
utilizing  a  method  devised  to  measure  relative  impacts  of  ungulate  use. 
Data  was  gathered  in  such  a  manner  as  to  be  quantifiable  and  provide 
statistically  valid  interpretations.   Stream  ratings  into  condition  classes 
(poor,  fair,  good  ex/uns)  are  a  result  of  this  survey  method.   Because 
inventory  personnel  could  tell  the  difference  between  livestock  and  wildlife 
feces,  browsing  utilization,  and  other  physical  evidence,  we  are  confident 
as  to  the  causes  of  stream  deterioration. 

Response  29.14  -  Additional  references  have  been  added  to  Chapter  4. 

Response  29 . 15  -  Capital  values  associated  with  permits  are  discussed 
since  their  existence  is  well-documented  and  fairly  uniformly  recognized  by 
the  financial  community  in  Idaho. 

Response  29.16  -  This  study  was  reviewed.   However,  the  bighorn  sheep 
habitat  along  that  portion  of  the  Owyhee  breaks  is  not  similar  to  habitat 
conditions  along  the  Bruneau/Jarbidge  River.   Because  of  topography  and 
elevational  changes,  most  sheep  use  on  the  Owyhee  study  area  occurs  at 
higher  elevations  and  naturally  away  from  concentrated  livestock  use. 

Response  33.1  -  All  resources  which  could  be  valued  in  monetary  terms 
have  been  so  valued.   There  are  many  benefits  and  costs  associated  with 
implementation  of  land  use  plans  that  cannot,  and  sometimes  should  not,  be 
valued.   The  value  of  decreasing  sedimentation  or  the  cost  of  displacing 
wildlife  are  examples  of  such  "intangible"  benefits  and  costs.   These 
intangibles  are  considered  in  BLM  decision  making,  however  they  cannot  be 
quantified  and  displayed  in  an  EIS. 

Response  35.1  -  The  development  of  a  comprehensive  water  plan  for  the 
East  Fork  of  the  Bruneau  River  would  primarily  be  the  responsibility  of  the 
Department  of  Water  Resources  not  the  BLM.   Therefore,  the  development  of 
this  type  of  plan  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  RMP/EIS. 

Response  36.1  -  Wildlife  numbers  displayed  in  the  RMP/EIS  are  a  joint 
product  of  coordination  meetings  with  wildlife  biologists  from  BLM,  the 
Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife  and  the  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game, 
Regions  III  and  IV.   Information  from  aerial  counts  and  ground  observations 
gathered  by  all  agencies  were  examined  to  determine  current  and  reasonable 
numbers  for  each  big  game  species.   In  developing  reasonable  numbers  for  the 
20  year  plan,  habitat  condition  and  quality  along  with  estimated  user  demand 
was  considered. 
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Response  36.2  -  The  proposed  plan  has  been  modified  to  provide  for  site 
specific  determinations  of  conversions  from  cattle  to  domestic  sheep  grazing 
in  areas  that  may  affect  bighorn  sheep. 

Response  36.3  -  In  the  preferred  alternative,  Alternative  C,  sage  grouse 
habitat  would  only  improve  slightly  from  the  current  situation  because  of 
the  high  cost  of  mechanically  improving  sage  grouse  habitat  and  the  limited 
amount  of  improvement  through  natural  successional  changes.   See  environ- 
mental consequences  in  Chapter  4  for  assessment  of  sage  grouse  habitat. 

Response  36. A  -  Although  we  do  not  know  the  site  specific  locations  of 
proposed  projects  a  general  land  treatment  map  has  been  added  (see  Map  8). 
The  proposals  are  also  listed  by  multiple  use  area  in  Appendix  Table  B-5  to 
provide  the  general  area  in  which  they  will  be  completed. 

Response  36.5  -  Forage  cover  ratios  are  identified  in  the  RMP/EIS  and  in 
published  guidelines  for  particular  species.   On  page  91,  a  60/40  ratio  of 
forage  area  to  cover  area  is  identified  for  range  rehabilitation  or 
manipulation  projects  in  mule  deer  habitat.   On  the  same  page,  maintenance 
of  sagebrush  canopy  coverage  density  is  recommended  at  20-30%  within  nesting 
habitats  and  at  least  20%  in  wintering  habitats.   Other  cover  ratios  not 
specifically  discussed  are  found  in  the  following  resource  management 
guidelines:   "Guidelines  for  Habitat  Protection  in  Sage  Grouse  Range"  - 
Western  States  Sage  Grouse  Committee,  June  1974/"Mule  Deer  Habitat 
Guidelines"  -  Technical  Note  T/N  336  (USDI,  BLM  1979)/  and  "Habitat 
Management  Guides  for  the  American  Pronghorn  Antelope"  -  Technical  Note  347 
(USDI,  BLM  1980). 

Response  36.6  -  The  objectives  and  actions  sections  in  the  plan  portion 
of  the  RMP  have  been  modified  to  strive  for  more  habitat  improvement. 

Response  36.7  -  The  BLM  as  well  as  interested  or  affected  individuals, 
organizations,  or  agencies  will  complete  the  monitoring.   The  Fish  and  Game 
Department  will  be  involved  with  the  monitoring  studies  to  the  maximum 
extent  possible. 

Response  36.8  -  We  do  not  anticipate  that  additional  livestock  use 
(under  proposed  intensities  and  with  proper  management)  will  be  detrimental 
to  wildlife.   The  habitat  requirements  for  wildlife  will  be  recognized  and 
provided  for  and  will  be  carefully  monitored  as  livestock  use  is  increased. 

Response  40.1  -  The  mineral  evaluation  in  the  Jarbidge  RMP  was  based  on 
an  evaluation  of  all  known  geologic  literature  and  mining  activity  related 
to  the  area  involved.   This  includes  the  relationship  between  caldera 
structures  and  their  potential  for  secondary  mineralization  due  to  resurgent 
activity.   None  of  the  geologists  that  have  worked  on  the  ground  in  the  area 
involved  have  told  us  of  any  signs  that  metallic  mineralization  has  occurred 
within  the  area  involved.  We  have  to  go  with  the  best  information 
available,  which  is,  that  mineral  potential  is  nominal.   Speculation  on 
discoveries  in  areas  that  fit  a  conceptual  model  but  have  no  corroborating 
evidence  has  limited  use  in  mineral  potential  determinations.   It  is  not 
discounted  but  is  considered  only  one  line  of  evidence  to  use  when  making  a 
generalized  area  evaluation. 
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Response  41.1  -  The  concept  of  "manageability  adjustments"  in  the  draft 
RMP/EIS  caused  considerable  concern  and  misunderstanding  from  some  of  those 
supporting  wilderness  designation.   The  concept  of  manageability  adjustments 
in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  included  reductions  in  wilderness  acreages  because  of 
relatively  low  wilderness  values  plus  concerns  for  the  ability  to  manage 
areas  as  wilderness  due  to  ORV  access,  external  influences,  and 
topographically  protectable  or  definable  boundaries.   After  a  reevaluation 
of  adjustment  rationales,  the  BLM  determined  that  8,840  acres  in  the  Bruneau 
River-Sheep  Creek  WSA,  9,400  acres  in  the  Jarbidge  River  WSA  and  2,160  acres 
in  the  King  Hill  WSA  were  not  manageable  as  wilderness.   Lands  were 
recommended  nonsui table  in  the  final  EIS  due  to  manageability  problems  and 
conflicts  with  range  development  projects,  livestock  grazing,  and  motorized 
recreational  use.   The  rationale  for  the  wilderness  recommendations  is 
contained  in  Appendix  J. 

Response  41.2  -  The  proposed  RMP  has  been  modified  to  manage  both  sides 
of  the  plateau  similarly.   The  proposed  plan,  Alternative  C,  recommends  both 
sides  nonsui  table  while  Alternative  Cj_,  recommends  both  sides  as  suitable. 

Response  41.3  -  Wilderness  Study  Area  boundaries  were  determined  as  the 
result  of  an  inventory  process  which  did  not  include  consideration  of 
features  such  as  endangered  species.   WSA  boundaries  were  established  by  the 
presence  or  lack  of  naturalness  and  outstanding  opportunities  for  solitude 
and/or  primitive  recreation.   The  presence  of  endangered  species  in  and  of 
itself  did  not  allow  for  inclusion  within  a  WSA  boundary.   However, 
endangered  species  consideration  is  part  of  the  study  phase  of  the 
wilderness  review.   Their  presence  within  a  WSA  can  result  in  a  suitable 
recommendation . 

Response  42.1  -  A  detailed  benefit /cost  type  of  analysis  by  alternative 
is  not  possible  because  (a)  the  level  of  detail  that  is  needed  is  not 
available,  (b)  many  of  the  benefits  and  costs  are  intangible  and  cannot  be 
valued  in  monetary  terms,  (c)  the  Bureau's  budget  system  does  not  allow  us 
to  identify  the  budget  necessary  to  operate  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area  at 
current  or  alternative  levels.   Benefit /cost  analysis  of  proposed  projects 
will  be  undertaken  prior  to  their  installation  in  accordance  with  Bureau 
policy. 

Response  46.1  -  The  wilderness  study  area  boundaries  were  determined  by 
the  presence  or  lack  of  naturalness  and  outstanding  opportunities  for 
solitude  and/or  the  presence  of  primitive  recreation.   The  alternatives  in 
the  EIS  address  all  areas  that  meet  these  criteria.   Areas  outside  the  WSA 
boundaries  do  not  have  sufficient  wilderness  characteristics  to  warrant 
management  as  wilderness. 

Response  47.1  -  Twin  Falls  county  was  included  in  the  economic  area  to 
which  impacts  were  compared  (see  page  3-30).   Although  much  of  the 
recreational  use  of  the  Jarbidge  area  may  come  from  Ada  County,  it  was  not 
included  in  the  base  area  since  the  magnitude  of  the  Ada  County  economy 
would  greatly  overshadow  any  potential  impacts. 

Response  47.2  -  The  impacts  the  various  alternatives  would  have  on 
recreation  were  documented  where  impacts  were  identified.   Because  increased 
recreational  use  is  expected  to  occur  primarily  as  a  result  of  increasing 
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populations  and  increased  leasure  time  and  not  a  result  of  actions  taken 
within  the  resource  area,  no  change  between  alternatives  were  identified. 
Also,  if  recreation  use  is  displaced  on  areas  closed  to  motorized  recreation 
use,  we  feel  this  use  will  simply  be  made  on  adjacent  areas  without 
affecting  the  total  use. 

Response  47.3  -  The  table  listing  endangered  and  sensitive  wildlife  has 
been  expanded  in  the  wildlife  portion  of  Chapter  3.   Threatened  and 
endangered  plants  were  omitted  in  the  draft  but  have  been  added  in  the  final 
EIS.   Chapter  4  addresses  any  impacts  to  these  species  that  may  occur.   It 
is  anticipated  that  monitoring  and  site  specific  project  clearances  would 
adequately  protect  these  species. 

Response  47.4  -  See  response  41.1. 

Response  47.5  -  Maps  of  adjacent  areas  were  not  included  because  they 
are  outside  the  scope  of  this  plan. 

Response  47.6  -  The  evaluation  of  wilderness  characteristics  has  been 
revised.  An  area  in  poor  or  fair  ecological  condition  does  not  necessarily 
mean  that  all  wilderness  characteristics  are  low.   Characteristics  other 
than  those  relating  to  vegetative  values  may  be  high. 

Response  47.7  -  Proposed  increases  in  grazing  use  will  come  mainly  on 
areas  previously  ungrazed.  While  soil  surface  disturbance  will  be 
increased,  increases  in  off-site  soil  movement  are  expected  to  be 
insignificant. 

Most  road  construction  and  irrigation  pumping  will  occur  in  areas 
developed  for  farming.   Erosion  is  expected  to  increase  at  least  ten  fold 
over  erosion  rates  on  native  range.  Also  see  response  42.1. 

Response  47.8  -  See  response  41.1. 

Response  51.1  -  The  economic  value  of  hunting  and  fishing  has  been  added 
to  the  economic  section  of  the  EIS.  We  recognize  that  other  types  of 
recreational  use  also  have  an  economic  value  but  these  values  are  not 
quantifiable. 

Response  54.1  -  We  also  have  found  it  difficult  to  assess  the  mineral 
potential  due  to  a  scarcity  of  data.  A  list  of  all  the  geologic  materials 
reviewed  would  in  general  be  a  list  of  all  the  literature  that  covers 
southwestern  Idaho.  None  of  these  mention  any  potential  for  metallic 
mineralization  in  the  area  covered  by  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area  south  of 
the  Snake  River  or  within  the  King  Hill  WSA.  Diatomite  potential  is  based 
on  Hal  Malde's  work  on  the  Glenns  Ferry  Formation  and  the  other  sedimentary 
beds  that  crop  out  in  the  area.   Since  the  potential  for  the  presence  of 
energy  and  mineral  resources  was  not  identified,  a  map  was  not  prepared. 

Response  56.1  -  These  species  as  well  as  state  sensitive  species  have 
been  added  to  the  range  portion  of  Chapter  3. 

Response  56.2  -  The  range  of  Astragalus  mulfordiae  is  not  identified 
within  the  resource  area  and  A.  camptopus  is  not  known  to  occur  within  Idaho 
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(Henderson  et  al.  1977).   If  these  species  are  located  within  the  area,  they 
will  be  afforded  the  same  management  protection  as  the  other  listed  species. 

Response  56.3  -  As  stated  in  the  resource  management  guidelines,  both 
candidate  and  listed  species  which  may  be  affected  by  BLM  actions  would 
prompt  consultation  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.   Also,  consideration 
will  be  given  to  protecting  state  sensitive  species. 

Response  57.1  -  See  response  41.1. 

Response  57.2  -  An  appendix  section  has  been  developed  that  describes 
how  the  wildlife  allocation  figures  were  developed.   We  do  not  feel  that  a 
formula  can  be  prepared  to  predict  how  many  wildlife  an  area  will  support. 
Factors  affecting  population  levels  are  too  numerous  and  varied  to  express 
as  a  formula.  Our  estimates  of  wildlife  populations  given  for  each 
alternative,  are  professional  estimates  based  on  a  subjective  evaluation  of 
these  various  factors. 

Response  59.1  -  The  vegetation  on  the  Deadwood  Allotment  was 
inventoried,  and  was  rated  in  poor  ecological  condition  based  on  the 
relationship  of  present  species  composition  to  the  plant  species  composition 
of  the  climax  plant  community.   Many  of  the  climax  species  were  depleted, 
and  condition  was  rated  accordingly. 

Response  59.2  -  2D0,  Inc.  (DeKlotz)  has  260  AUMs  in  the  Deadwood 
Allotment  #1024.   The  information  for  Allotment  #1024  in  Tabel  F-4  of  the 
RMP  has  been  modified  to  reflect  this. 

Response  66.1  -  The  lands  you  are  interested  in  are  shown  for  retention 
by  the  BLM  as  a  result  of  soil  instability.   Although  the  land  is  capable  of 
producing  crops,  the  soils  are  highly  erodable,  and  we  have  had  difficulties 
in  the  past  in  establishing  basic  ground  cover.   Due  to  this  we  have  already 
checked  the  lands  and  would  classify  them  unsuitable  for  disposal  under  the 
agricultural  land  laws. 

Response  70.1  -  The  plan  is  consistent  in  outlining  its  purpose  of 
following  the  principles  of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield.   The  reference 
to  other  principles  refers  to  the  process  of  preparing,  amending,  and 
revising  resource  management  plans.   Adhering  to  the  provisions  of  FLPMA  is 
one  of  these  principles.   Eleven  other  principles  that  guide  the  preparation 
of  this  plan  were  also  followed.   These  principles  are  identified  in  43  CFR 
1601.0-8.   For  clarification,  additional  wording  has  been  added  to  pages  iii 
and  79  of  the  RMP  and  i  of  the  FEIS. 

Response  70.2  -  The  issues  have  been  restated  and  corrected. 

Response  70.3  -  The  initial  grazing  use  (at  the  end  of  year  5)  would  be 
178,319  AUMs,  8%  above  the  current  5-year  average  use  level  of  165,006  AUMs. 
In  20  years,  the  anticipated  use  level  would  be  285,150  AUMs,  an  increase  of 
73%.   The  plan  and  EIS  summaries,  the  description  of  alternatives,  and  other 
appropriate  sections  have  been  modified  accordingly. 

Response  70.4  -  It  is  current  BLM  policy  to  identify  the  No  Action 
Alternative  as  the  proposed  action  for  grazing.   However,  the  preferred 
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alternative  (Alternative  C)  is  the  proposed  management  plan  for  the  Jarbidge 
Resource  Area. 

Response  70.5  -  The  current  active  preference  (166,318  AUMs)  will  be  met 
or  exceeded  for  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area  as  a  whole  over  the  long  term  (20 
years),  but  some  MUAs  may  show  both  short-term  and  long-term  reductions  in 
the  preferred  alternative.  The  original  wording  was  in  error  and  it  has 
been  removed. 

Response  70.6  -  Page  iv  is  in  error.  Arch  (Cougar)  Canyon  is  included 
in  the  Bruneau/ Jarbidge  River  ACEC.   It  is  not  recommended  as  an  SRMA. 

Response  70.7  -  Statements  concerning  the  amount  of  improvement  have 
been  modified.  A  limited  amount  of  vegetative  improvement  through  grazing 
management  is  anticipated  on  the  poor  and  fair  condition  range.  The  limited 
amount  of  improvement  is  primarily  a  result  of  low  densities  of  desirable 
grasses  and  forbs  and  dense  overs tories  of  sagebrush.   In  the  proposed  RMP, 
approximately  300,000  acres  of  poor  condition  range  would  receive  treatment 
through  grazing  management,  brush  control,  or  seeding.   This  treatment  would 
move  these  areas  out  of  the  poor  condition  category  into  a  treated  category. 

Response  70.8  -  The  objective  has  been  modified  toward  improving  present 
ecological  condition. 

Response  70.9  -  Access  to  the  WSA  boundary  is  limited,  but  what  access 
there  is,  is  of  good  quality.  Mobility,  by  foot  or  horse,  within  the  WSA  is 
easy.  The  final  wilderness  EIS,  which  will  be  published  separately,  will  be 
changed  to  clarify  this  confusion.   The  description  of  MUA  10  has  been 
changed  to  state  that  the  plateaus  are  in  poor  or  fair  condition  and  the 
canyons  are  in  good  condition. 

Response  70.10  -  There  are  65  CR  sites  recorded  in  the  Dry  Lakes /Bruneau 
River  Cultural  Resource  Complex,  including  18  sites  in  the  Bruneau  River 
Canyon  and  47  sites  near  dry  lakes  on  the  plain  above  the  canyon.   These 
sites  are  proposed  for  protection  through  nomination  to  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places  and  through  special  management.   In  the  proposed 
plan  seven  sites  would  be  fenced. 

Response  70.11  -  There  are  ten  prehistoric  and  one  historic  CR  site 
recorded  in  Arch  (Cougar)  Canyon  and  near  the  canyon  rim. 

Response  70.12  -  The  maps  and  narrative  have  been  modified  to  be 
consistent. 

Response  70.13  -  The  map  has  been  made  as  accurate  as  possible.  The 
scale  of  the  maps  in  the  RMP  does  not  allow  the  boundary  to  be  precisely 
located.  The  boundary  identified  on  large  scale  maps  at  the  District  Office 
should  be  considered  the  most  accurate  boundary. 

Response  70.14  -  Revised  Table  F-4  shows  11  existing  AMPs  or  CRMPs  and 
38  other  allotments  proposed  for  AMP  development  in  Alternative  C.   Some  of 
the  proposed  AMPs  could  be  developed  as  CRMPs. 
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Response  70.15  -  The  proposed  RMP  now  recommends  both  sides  of  the 
plateau  as  nonsuitable  for  wilderness. 

Response  70.16  -  "Cougar  Canyon"  is  one  of  the  commonly  used  names  to 
describe  geographic/topographic  canyon  areas  adjacent  to  Cougar  Creek.  The 
correct  name  and  the  name  used  on  USGS  topographic  quadrangle  maps  is  Arch 
Canyon.  References  to  the  canyon  in  the  RMP/EIS  have  been  changed  to 
reflect  the  technically  correct  name  -  Arch  Canyon. 

Response  70.17  -  The  forage  inventory  was  the  primary  basis  for  the 
indicated  initial  and  20  year  livestock  use  levels  because  of  the  lack  of 
long  term  trend  data.   It  represents  the  best  available  data  we  have  at  this 
time.   Providing  estimates  of  use  levels  provides  the  public  with  an  idea  of 
how  much  livestock  use  will  occur  within  the  Jarbidge  area.   It  also 
provides  the  basis  for  the  environmental  assessment.  We  recognize  that 
these  estimates  have  some  fallacies  and  may  not  be  accurate  for  all 
allotments.  Therefore,  even  the  initial  stocking  levels  will  be  proceeded 
by  a  monitoring  period  to  determine  if  adjustments  in  livestock  use  are 
necessary.   Until  the  determination  has  been  made,  livestock  operators  will 
be  allowed  to  graze  at  the  five-year  use  levels  or  their  active  grazing 
preference,  which  ever  is  higher. 

Response  70.18  -  The  new  trend  and  ecological  status  terminology  has  not 
been  adopted  by  the  BLM  at  this  time. 

Response  70.19  -  Prescribed  burning  may  not  require  a  plan  amendment  if 
acreages  exceed  those  identified  in  the  plan.  Additional  prescribed  burning 
could  be  conducted  provided  all  management  objectives  and  resource 
management  guidelines  were  being  met. 

Response  70.20  -  Predation  can  have  an  impact  on  game  birds  on  a 
localized  basis.  Weather  is  also  a  factor  which  can  depress  population 
numbers  for  a  given  year.   The  greatest  impact  to  game  birds  though 
continues  to  be  the  decline  in  habitat  quality  and  direct  loss  of  habitat 
through  fire  or  single  species  seedings.  The  benefits  of  range  projects 
bringing  water  to  an  area  are  usually  outweighed  by  the  loss  of  quality  food 
and  cover  for  game  birds.   The  following  is  a  list  of  reference  pertaining 
to  impacts  of  habitat  loss  and  sagebrush  treatment:   (Wallestad  1975;  Call 
1974;  and  Autenrieth  1981). 

Response  70.21  -  The  RMP  identifies  the  habitat  goals  for  certain 
numbers  of  wildlife  on  BLM  land.   The  actual  population  levels  that  wildlife 
are  allowed  to  achieve  are  the  responsibility  of  the  Idaho  Department  of 
Fish  and  Game.   Increases  in  wildlife  numbers  will  probably  result  in 
proportionate  increases  in  wildlife  use  on  private  lands. 

Response  70.22  -  We  feel  the  term  is  correct  as  stated.  Various 
references  describe  elk  as  being  found  in  the  Jarbidge  Mountains.   For 
example,  William  B.  Davis  wrote  in  his  book  "The  Recent  Mammals  of  Idaho" 
that  in  1890  Merriam  reported  elk  to  be  in  the  Bruneau  and  Elk  mountains 
(Jarbidge  Mountains)  in  southern  Idaho. 

Response  74.1  -  A  large  percentage  of  water  used  for  irrigation  purposes 
will  come  from  the  Snake  River  above  Milner  Dam.   This  water  is  lost  for 
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downstream  fish  and  wildlife  uses  because  of  the  zero  minimum  flow 
established  below  Milner  Dam.   Irrigation  diversions  that  might  impact  fish 
and  wildlife  values  occur  below  Lower  Salmon  Falls  Dam.   These  diversion 
rates  and  their  impact  on  the  recommended  instream  flow  established  by  the 
Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  are  shown  in  Table  4-3. 

Response  74.2  -  All  lands  transfers  will  have  a  site  specific  Environ- 
mental Assessment.   Conflicts  with  "candidate"  species  or  sensitive  species 
will  be  identified  in  such  EAs.   A  general  inventory  has  been  completed  for 
endangered  and  sensitive  species  but  not  every  acre  has  been  examined.   Land 
transfers  will  be  examined  on  the  ground  on  a  site  by  site  basis  as  they  are 
processed. 

Response  74.3  -  The  effects  of  uncontrolled  fires  on  various  wildlife 
species  can  be  seer^  on  pie  charts  on  page  4-6  through  4-9  of  the  draft  and 
in  tables  and  narrative  on  pages  3-8  through  3-15. 

Guidance  was  given  for  planting  mixtures  of  shrubs,  forbs  and  grasses  on 
pages  80-84  in  the  resource  management  guidelines  section  of  the  RMP/EIS. 

Response  74.4  -  Additional  habitat  treatment  have  been  identified  in  the 
management  prescriptions  for  the  MUAs  in  the  plan  portion  of  this  document. 
These  treatments  will  be  multiple  use  oriented  and  will  provide  improved 
habitat  conditions  for  sage  grouse  and  other  wildlife. 

Response  74.5  -  The  economic  value  of  fishing  and  hunting  have  been 
added  to  the  EIS.   The  values  for  other  types  of  recreation  use  is  realized, 
however,  we  do  not  have  data  to  quantify  them  at  this  time.   The 
alternatives  were  not  analyzed  in  a  benefit/cost  manner  due  to  the  lack  of 
detail,  intangible  benefits  and  costs,  and  limited  budget  data  (see  response 
33.1  and  42.1). 

Response  74.6  -  Deer  and  elk  winter  range  within  the  Jarbidge  Area  have 
been  placed  in  the  moderate  category.   We  feel  that  the  special  management 
requirements  for  each  species  provide  adequate  habitat  protection  for  these 
species.   The  text  has  been  changed  to  allow  restriction  of  over-the-snow 
vehicles  if  the  need  arises. 

Response  74.6a  -  The  MUA  description  has  been  modified  to  include  these 
streams. 

Response  74.7  -  This  modification  has  been  made. 

Response  74.8  -  Improvements  will  begin  as  soon  as  the  RMP  is  complete 
and  as  funding  becomes  available.   The  time  frames  for  the  objectives 
reflect  when  the  condition  of  the  habitat  should  improve  not  when  the  action 
taken  to  improve  the  habitat  will  be  implemented. 

Response  74.9  -  This  has  been  incorporated  into  the  description. 

Response  74.10  -  The  management  prescriptions  for  each  MUA  have  been 
modified  to  provide  for  additional  multiple  use  land  treatments  to  improve 
habitat  for  wildlife  and  livestock. 
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Response  74.11  -  These  types  of  projects  and  riparian  fencing  needs  will 
be  developed  at  the  activity  plan  level.   A  wildlife  Habitat  Management  Plan 
will  be  developed  with  the  primary  objective  of  improving  wildlife  habitat 
along  the  Snake  River. 

Response  74.12  -  The  wording  has  not  been  changed.   Because  of  the  lack 
of  site  specific  management  proposals  at  this  time,  there  may  be  some 
instances  where  it  is  not  desirable  to  follow  all  guidelines. 

Response  74.13  -  If  resource  management  guidelines  are  followed  impact 
to  wildlife  from  livestock  range  improvements  should  be  minimal. 

Response  74.14  -  The  change  has  been  made. 

Response  74.15  -  This  flexibility  has  been  added  to  the  text. 

Response  74.16  -  With  the  Bureau's  present  workload  and  limited 
personnel,  monitoring  utilization  on  forbs  is  not  expected  to  be  feasible. 
Emphasis  will  be  placed  on  improving  ecological  condition  which  will  in  turn 
result  in  greater  abundance  and  diversity  of  perennial  forbs. 

Response  74.17  -  Protection  of  sage  grouse  winter  habitat  is  covered 
under  the  resource  management  guidelines  section  of  the  RMP.  USDI  Technical 
Note  (Habitat  Requirements  and  management  Recommendations  for  Sage  Grouse), 
one  of  the  guides  designated  for  management  of  this  species  recommends  the 
following:  No  control  of  sagebrush  should  be  considered  in  any  area  known 
to  have  supported  important  wintering  concentrations  of  sage  grouse  within 
the  past  10  years. 

Response  74.18  -  Since  sagebrush  normally  reinvades  treated  sites  we  do 
not  anticipate  that  it  would  be  seeded  in  most  instances.  The  wording  in 
the  RMP  does  not  preclude  its  use  on  selected  sites. 

Response  74.19  -  The  change  relating  to  seedings  has  been  incorporated. 
As  allotment  management  plans  and  livestock  grazing  systems  are  implemented 
they  will  be  designed  to  provide  early  maturing  forage  for  mule  deer. 

Response  74.20  -  Public  lands  in  the  Jarbidge  RA  contain  little  if  any 
wet  meadows.  Riparian  zones  are  generally  in  steep  sided  canyon  receiving 
little  sage  grouse  brooding  use.  The  need  does  not  appear  to  be  there  to 
change  the  brood  rearing  date  to  July  31. 

Response  74.21  -  See  response  36.2. 

Response  74.22  -  Monitoring  concerns  are  addressed  in  Appendix  D  (pages 
D-2  and  D-3). 

Response  74.23  -  We  can  provide  no  assurances  other  than  to  restate  that 
it  is  our  intent  to  develop  proposed  projects  in  a  multiple  use  fashion  with 
provisions  to  enhance  wildlife  habitat.  The  proposed  RMP  includes 
additional  acreages  of  treatment  to  improve  range  as  well  as  wildlife 
habitat  conditions.  We  now  have  better  experience  in  successful  application 
of  forb  and  shrub  seeds  than  previously.  Many  of  our  crested  wheatgrass 
monocultures  are  the  result  of  earlier  fire  rehabilitation  measures  in  which 
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policy  emphasis  was  in  getting  adequate  perennial  cover  in  the  least 
possible  time,  and  not  species  diversity. 

Response  74.24  -  BLM  is  not  managing  for  poor  ecological  condition. 
Most  of  the  present  vegetation  has  insufficient  understory  of  grasses  and 
forbs  to  provide  a  seed  source  for  increased  plant  densities  within  the  next 
20  years.   Consequently,  the  range  condition  was  not  expected  to  improve  a 
condition  class.  Even  under  the  No  Grazing  Alternative,  vegetative 
conditions  were  not  expected  to  change  significantly.   In  the  Proposed  RMP 
additional  multiple  use  treatments  are  proposed  to  improve  conditions  for 
range  and  wildlife. 

Response  74.25  -  The  map  was  in  error  and  has  been  modified  to  show  this, 

Response  74.26  -  The  dates  shown  on  this  table  are  existing  season-of- 
use  dates.  These  dates  will  be  modified  or  adjusted  as  AMPs  and  grazing 
systems  are  implemented  in  order  to  meet  wildlife  needs. 

Response  74.27  -  Although  there  are  small  areas  of  heavy  utilization 
around  water  troughs,  1982-1984  actual  use  averages  about  half  of 
inventoried  grazing  capacity  on  the  Gunnery  Range.  The  RMP  proposes  to 
develop  additional  water  sources  and  formalize  more  intensive  grazing 
management  on  the  Gunnery  Range.   It  is  our  judgement  that  existing  grazing 
and  the  proposed  increases  can  be  accommodated  without  using  forage  needed 
for  wildlife,  plant  vigor  or  watershed  cover. 

Response  75.1  -  These  management  actions  would  generally  be  allowed 
within  wilderness  areas.   Specific  management  actions  such  as  these  will  be 
addressed  in  the  final  Wilderness  EIS  which  will  be  published  separately 
from  the  Proposed  Jarbidge  RMP/Final  EIS.  Also  see  response  41.1. 

Response  75.2  -  The  BLM  wilderness  management  policy  states  that  the  use 
of  helicopters  for  these  purposes  could  be  considered  by  the  State  Director 
as  the  need  arises. 

Response  75.3  r  The  more  palatable  climax  dominant  grasses  and  forbs 
have  been  depleted  on  most  of  these  sites.  A  major  portion  of  the  sites  are 
too  stony  to  seed  artificially  with  drills.   Pelletized  seeding  is  not 
likely  to  be  cost-effective.   In  addition,  major  portions  of  the  Jarbidge 
River  WSA  are  within  crucial  mule  deer  winter  range,  and  would  have  low 
priority  for  brush  control.   Considering  the  relative  depletion  of  many  of 
the  herbaceous  species,  we  do  not  expect  significant  improvement  in 
condition  over  the  20-year  life  of  the  RMP,  regardless  of  changes  in 
livestock  management. 

Response  76.1  -  A  12.4%  potato  price  decrease  is  based  on  no 
displacement  of  existing  potato  acreage.  A  study  done  for  BLM  in  1979 
indicated  that  90%  of  all  new  potato  acreage  simply  displaces  existing 
acreage  elsewhere.  This  would  make  the  effect  on  prices  minimal.   This  does 
not  mean  that  the  displaced  acreage  would  go  out  of  agriculture  but  rather 
more  likely  go  to  producing  another  crop. 

Response  77.1  -  The  data  is  not  available  to  allow  such  an  analysis  (see 
responses  33.1  and  42.1). 
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Response  79.1  -  Clearance  procedures  described  on  page  14  are  the  same 
as  those  described  on  page  87.   The  word  "special"  on  page  14  has  been 
deleted  in  the  final  RMP. 

Response  79.2  -  Management  plans  will  be  completed  as  soon  as  possible 
depending  on  budget  constraints  and  priority  needs  within  the  20  year  period 
of  the  plan. 

Response  79.3  -  The  segment  specified  on  page  2-21  has  been  rewritten  to 
reflect  this  comment. 

Response  79.4  -  See  response  to  79.3. 

Response  79.5  -  Due  to  the  discontinuous  nature  of  land  ownership  within 
MUA-4,  it  would  be  impractical  to  propose  National  Register  nomination  for 
the  entire  MUA.   Segments  within  the  MUA  containing  significant  CR  sites 
will  be  considered  for  National  Register  nomination  in  cooperation  with  the 
SHPO. 

Response  80.1  -  The  maps  have  been  corrected. 

Response  80.2  -  The  RMP  will  be  completed  in  1985.   Adjudication  of  both 
East  and  West  Say lor  Creek  allotments  should  be  completed  in  1986  or  1987, 
including  division  into  individual  allotments. 

Response  81.1  -  Since  the  CRMP  process  is  normally  initiated  by  the 
operator  with  SCS,  we  don't  know  how  many  allotments  could  potentially  come 
under  a  CRMP.  The  operators  you  have  named  run  in  about  23  different 
allotments  although  some  of  these  allotments  have  several  other  operators 
which  you  didn't  name.   The  final  number  of  CRMPs  will  depend  upon  the 
activity  plans  to  be  worked  out  in  the  future  and  could  incorporate  BLM  AMPs. 

Response  81.2  -  Table  F-4  was  modified  to  show  information  for  existing 
and  proposed  AMPs  and  CRMPs  separately.   However,  the  Diamond  A  plan  has  not 
been  approved  by  all  parties  yet. 

Response  81.3  -  The  modified  proposal  for  the  Proposed  Jarbidge  RMP/EIS 
is  to  treat  2%  of  the  poor  condition  range  in  the  planning  area  each  year 
for  20  years  in  addition  to  land  treatments  identified  in  the  Draft 
RMP/EIS.   The  Draft  RMP/EIS  proposal  for  livestock  grazing  increases  was 
based  upon  making  more  effective  use  of  existing  seedings.   Additional 
forage  was  not  allocated  on  poor  condition  rangelands. 

Response  81.4  -  We  recognize  the  fact  that  most  all  of  the  area  has  been 
subject  to  periodic  burning  over  time  and  that  in  some  cases  it  is  possible 
to  determine  ecological  condition  on  burns.   However,  in  practical 
application  it  is  difficult  to  accurately  assess  the  ecological  condition  of 
burns  and  such  an  assessment  may  serve  as  a  source  of  confusion. 

In  the  Jarbidge  RA  there  are  many  different  types  of  burns.   Some  are 
undergoing  secondary  succession  and  moving  toward  the  potential  natural 
plant  community  (climax),  others  are  in  a  disclimax  state  or  the  potential 
for  the  plant  community  (climax)  has  been  altered  as  a  result  of  factors 
such  as  soil  loss  or  increased  fire  frequency. 
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Standard  methods  for  classifying  ecological  condition  in  unburned  areas 
proved  to  be  inadequate  in  accurately  assessing  ecological  condition  on 
burned  areas.   Burned  areas  were,  instead,  stratified  by  "Burn  Types;"  which 
are  groupings  of  like  plant  communities  with  similar  species  composition  and 
forage  production  capabilities.   This  was  a  far  more  effective  and  accurate 
way  to  stratify  burned  areas  during  the  inventory  process. 

As  a  "rule-of-thumb"  when  the  shrub  component  of  a  burned  area 
approximated  the  minimum  composition  expected  in  the  climax  plant  community 
the  site  no  longer  fell  in  the  "burn"  category.   At  this  point  standard 
condition  rating  methods  were  used  to  assess  ecological  condition. 

Response  81.5  -  See  response  29.8. 

Response  81.6  r-  The  weather  during  the  past  two  years  has  probably 
impacted  sage  grouse  nesting.   The  trend  in  downward  sage  grouse  numbers  was 
noted  before  the  recent  poor  weather  conditions. 

Response  81.7  -  Map  3-1  has  been  modified  to  show  mountain  big  sagebrush 
dominance  on  big  sagebrush  sites  above  5,400  feet  in  elevation.   We  need 
more  specific  information  about  which  black  sagebrush  areas  are  actually  low 
sagebrush. 

Response  81.8  -  The  general  criteria  for  categorization  of  allotments 
listed  in  the  BLM  Grazing  Management  Policy  do  not  include  ecological 
condition  as  such.   The  overall  stability  of  the  allotment  under  existing 
grazing  use,  the  ability  of  the  allotment  to  accommodate  existing  grazing 
use,  the  level  of  multiple  use  conflicts  and  the  potential  for  cost- 
effective  improvement  all  play  a  major  role  in  separating  "M"  from  "I" 
allotments,  independently  of  present  ecological  condition.   Attainment  of 
overall  good  or  excellent  ecological  condition  need  not  be  a  management 
objective  in  itself,  because  values  for  a  given  use  (i.e.,  grazing,  wildlife 
habitat)  are  not  necessarily  dependent  upon  ecological  condition. 

Response  81.9  -  See  response  70.17. 

Response  82.1  -  The  Wild  Horse  Herd  Area  has  been  reduced  to  the  minimum 
acreage  feasible  to  maintain  a  viable  horse  herd  and  to  accommodate 
livestock  grazing  and  the  other  resource  values  found  in  this  area.   Further 
reduction  would  negate  these  other  resource  values  and  uses.  Reservoir 
development  and  canal  routes  within  the  wild  horse  area  are  not  precluded. 

Response  82.2  -  These  concerns  were  considered  in  the  drafting  of  the 
preferred  alternative.   It  is  the  Bureau's  position  that  the  canyon  of 
Salmon  Falls  Creek  from  the  Balanced  Rock  crossing  to  the  Salmon  Falls  Dam 
has  its  greatest  value  in  preservation  as  a  natural  area.  Any  such  siphon 
projects  should  be  installed  north  of  Balanced  Rock  crossing  or  within  the 
Lilly  Grade  right-of-way  within  the  proposed  natural  area. 

Response  82.3  -  When  discussing  agricultural  development  and  irrigation 
diversions  the  unknown  variables  are  many.   Maximum  diversion  rates  were 
used  to  show  maximum  impacts  to  the  recommended  instream  flow  in  the  King 
Hill  area  of  the  Snake  River.   Cubic  feet  per  second  was  used  (Table  4-3)  as 
the  comparison.  The  diversion  rate  was  converted  to  cfs  from  the  computer 
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generated  diversion  rate  for  August  in  an  August  24,  1978  memorandum  from 
Department  of  Water  Resources  to  BLM.   Actual  diversion  may  vary 
substantially  from  the  estimate  but  for  purposes  of  predicting  long  term 
effects  on  the  river,  they  are  considered  reasonable. 

Response  82.4  -  The  economic  evaluations  found  on  page  4-54  of  the 
Jarbidge  RMP/EIS  and  page  8-36  of  the  Agricultural  Development  EIS  may  not 
track  for  several  reasons.   First,  the  Agricultural  EIS  was  written  nearly 
six  years  ago  and  many  conditions  have  changed  since  that  time  (including 
crop  prices,  interest  rates,  production  costs,  etc.).   Secondly,  different 
methods  were  used  to  estimate  secondary  impacts.   In  the  Agricultural  EIS 
the  input /output  model  called  DYRAM  was  used.   This  model  is  no  longer 
available  to  BLM  for  use  so  Water  Resource  Council  multipliers  were  used. 
Third,  the  alternatives  under  discussion  on  page  4-54  of  the  Draft  EIS 
(84,229  acres  developed)  and  on  page  8-36  of  the  Agricultural  EIS  (176,310 
acres  developed)  are  not  comparable.   Lastly,  in  the  time  between  the 
publishing  of  the  Agricultural  EIS  and  this  RMP/EIS,  the  BLM  and  IDWR  have 
agreed  to  a  number  of  assumptions  that  control  how  economic  analysis  of 
individual  Desert  Land  Act/Carey  Act  applications  are  performed.   This  has 
altered,  to  some  extent,  the  results  that  were  reached  with  the  farm 
budgeting  efforts  in  the  two  EIS's.   It  should  be  noted  that  both  pages  4-54 
of  this  RMP/EIS  and  page  8-36  of  the  Agricultural  EIS  came  to  basically  the 
same  conclusion  in  regard  to  crop  price  impacts,  i.e.,  that  they  would  be 
minimal.   The  analysis  done  for  the  Swan  Falls  Interim  Committee  and  this 
EIS  should  not  be  expected  to  track.  They  are  done  in  greatly  different 
scope,  detail,  and  for  different  reasons.   The  Hamilton  and  Lyman  Report  for 
the  Swan  Falls  Interim  Committee  was  used  as  a  source  document  in  the 
preparation  of  this  RMP/EIS.   The  assumptions  used  in  the  farm  budgeting 
portion  of  the  economic  analysis  can  be  found  in  Appendix  A,  page  4.   See 
the  economic  analysis  for  Alternative  A  for  the  documentation  of  sources 
used.   The  cost  of  range  improvements  have  been  shown  in  the  economics 
section  of  each  alternative.  No  other  specific  implementation  costs  are 
available  at  this  time.   Benefit/cost  analysis  will  be  done  for  all 
improvements/projects  prior  to  installation.   At  that  time  the  costs  of  such 
projects  will  be  clearly  identified. 

Response  87.1  -  Our  inventory  of  the  Jarbidge  area  did  not  identify  any 
salt  desert-shrub  sites  that  would  be  suitable  for  RNAs. 

Response  92.1  -  The  cost  of  implementing  the  range  development  program 
is  the  only  implementation  cost  that  can  be  identified  at  this  time.  This 
cost  is  included  in  the  economic  section  for  each  alternative  in  Chapter  4. 

Response  94.1  -  The  excellent  condition  range  within  MUAs  which  have 
some  proposed  reductions  is  not  necessarily  being  impacted  by  existing 
grazing,  so  there  is  not  necessarily  a  discrepancy  in  our  logic.  Also, 
ecological  condition  does  not  imply  value  for  or  stability  under  existing 
grazing  use.   If  poor  condition  range  (based  on  vegetative  composition)  is 
producing  enough  forage  to  meet  existing  use  and/or  an  increase  and  is 
reasonably  projected  to  maintain  or  improve  its  present  forage  production 
and  ecological  condition  under  increased  use,  then  an  increase  may  not  be 
detrimental. 
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All  vegetation  was  considered  in  developing  the  AUM  figures,  especially 
native  and  seeded  grasses.   But  plant  community  dominants  were  used  to 
characterize  the  major  vegetation  types  for  Map  3-1. 

Response  94.2  -  See  response  81.8. 

Response  94.3  -  See  response  29.3. 

Response  95.1  -  Additional  brush  control  has  been  proposed. 

Response  95.2  -  If  ranges  are  overstocked,  we  feel  they  will  improve  if 
livestock  use  is  adjusted  to  the  carrying  capacity.   In  areas  with  a  dense 
canopy  of  sagebrush,  the  improvement  would  not  be  enough  to  improve  from  one 
condition  class  to  another  in  20  years. 

Response  95.3  -  Our  inventory  figures  are  for  public  land  only.   Yours 
include  some  substantial  acreages  of  private  and  state  land,  particularly  in 
allotments  1121  and  1042.  This  accounts  for  most  of  the  discrepancies  in 
the  AUM  figures.   There  were  also  some  differences  in  proper  use  factors. 

Response  95.4  -  See  response  81.4. 

Response  95.5  -  The  MUA  descriptions  have  been  modified  to  include  a 
more  accurate  description  of  the  vegetation.   Also,  the  objectives  have  been 
reworded  to  indicate  more  vegetative  improvement. 

Response  95.6  -  We  have  reevaluated  the  forage  production  estimates  for 
this  allotment  in  light  of  the  SCS  data  and  the  fact  that  it  is  currently 
being  grazed  under  an  AMP.   We  are  now  proposing  to  initially  stock  this 
allotment  at  the  5-year  average  use  level  (Table  F-4). 

Response  95.7  -  The  draft  RMP/EIS  only  addresses  wildlife  on  public 
lands . 

The  line  for  "crucial"  winter  big  game  habitat  may  contain  private  lands 
but  only  public  lands  are  addressed.   The  line  was  drawn  to  include  the 
normal  winter  habitat;  the  winter  of  1983-84  was  obviously  an  exception.   If 
the  winters  continue  to  be  as  harsh,  the  line  should  possibly  include  more 
land  to  the  north. 

Response  95.8  -  Additional  vegetative  treatments  and  pipeline 
developments  have  been  proposed  for  MUA  15.   See  the  management 
prescriptions  for  MUA  15  and  Appendix  Table  B-5. 

Response  95.9  -  Seasons-of-use  were  considered  in  the  development  of  the 
initial  and  20-year  livestock  use  levels.  The  current  seasons-of-use  were 
used  in  making  these  projections.   Seasons-of-use  were  merged  into  the  data 
calculations  in  the  form  of  weeks-per-season  that  grazing  occurred.   This 
then  keyed  different  allowable  use  percentages  based  on  the  species 
composition  and  each  species  allowable  use  by  season.   Most  AMPs  and  CRMPs 
were  calculated  using  spring,  summer,  and  fall  seasons  of  use.   If  the 
grazing  systems  for  AMPs  and  CRMPs  have  predominantly  fall  use,  the  actual 
forage  available  may  be  higher  than  what  is  indicated.  Monitoring  of  use 
levels  will  allow  refinement  of  the  indicated  levels  if  necessary. 
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Response  95.10  -  The  Foothill  MUA  was  set  up  to  identify  mule  deer 
winter  habitat,  not  as  a  hunting  unit.   In  this  light,  we  feel  that  the 
boundary  identified  is  more  accurate  than  the  highway. 

Response  95.11  -  See  response  70.22. 

Response  95.12  -  Studies  by  Wilson  1968,  Demarchi  1970,  and  Dean  and 
Spillett  1976  address  cattle/bighorn  sheep  relationships.   These  studies 
support  our  recommendations  for  maintaining  a  degree  of  separation  between 
cattle  and  bighorn  sheep.   Since  studies  have  not  been  completed  in  areas 
identical  to  southwest  Idaho  bighorn  sheep  areas,  the  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  has  started  a  comprehensive  research  project  on  California  Bighorn 
Sheep  in  Owyhee  County.   The  BLM  is  contributing  to  this  effort, 
specifically  to  determine  the  relationship  between  bighorns  and  cattle. 

Response  95.13  -  A  footnote  has  been  added  to  the  map  that  indicates 
that  shrub  species  contain  an  understory  of  grasses  and  forbs.  Because  of 
the  wide  variability  of  these  understory  species,  it  is  not  possible  to 
identify  them  on  the  map.  Also  see  response  81.7. 

Response  96.1  -  Our  Range  Management  Automated  System  records  indicate  a 
season-of-use  in  allotment  1102  of  7/1  to  11/30  during  some  of  the  past  five 
year  period.  Much  of  the  area  was  mapped  as  fair  and  poor  condition  native 
range  with  approximately  4,600  acres  in  three  different  burn  classes.  These 
were  developed  for  estimated  forage  on  burned  areas  (approximately  100 
separate  burn  classes  total).   If  monitoring  data  indicates  that  additional 
forage  is  available,  use  levels  may  be  higher  than  those  indicated  on  Table 
F-4. 

Response  96.2  -  See  response  29.3. 

Response  96.3  -  Private  lands  are  not  included  in  the  WSAs  or  the 
wilderness  proposals.  The  crossing  at  Indian  Hot  Springs  is  on  private 
property.  The  BLM  has  at  this  time  does  not  intend  to  acquire  the  Indian 
Hot  Springs.   If  the  bridge  in  question  were  BLM  property,  it  would  still 
not  be  closed  as  it  is  important  access  for  recreationists,  miners, 
cattlemen,  etc. 

Response  96.4  -  That  portion  of  the  Bruneau  River  with  the  major 
livestock  impacts  (poor  condition)  and  fencing  proposals  is  the  East  Fork. 
The  Main  Bruneau  River  where  riparian  condition  is  rated  poor  is  largely  due 
to  site  limitation,  not  livestock  use,  and  no  fencing  is  proposed. 
Livestock  use  of  the  East  Fork  has  been  prevalent  in  the  past.  Also  see 
response  29.10. 

Response  96.5  -  The  MUA  descriptions  for  the  East  and  West  Saylor  Creek 
areas  indicate  that  much  of  this  area  has  been  reseeded.  Also,  the 
proposals  to  increase  livestock  use  attest  to  the  availability  of  excess 
forage. 

Response  97.1  -  The  management  actions  for  each  MUA  have  been  modified 
to  identify  maintenance  of  existing  burns  and  seedings  where  applicable. 
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Response  98.1  -  Additional  proposals  for  land  treatment  have  been  added 
to  the  RMP.  Individual  sites  to  be  treated  will  be  determined  on  a  case  by 
case  basis  as  AMPs  are  developed. 

Response  98.2  -  Appendix  Table  F-4  identifies  that  AMPs  will  be 
developed  in  allotments  1056  and  1137.   The  opportunity  for  further  dividing 
allotments  into  individual  or  smaller  group  allotments  exists  without 
identifying  that  in  the  plan. 

Response  98.3  -  See  response  29.3  and  70.7. 

Response  98.4  -  Livestock  use  within  the  Hagerman  area  has  been  limited 
to  trail  use  only  in  order  to  protect  the  paleontologic  resources  within  the 
area.   Use  currently  being  made  within  this  area  would  have  to  be  made  in 
the  Say lor  Creek  East  Allotment  where  excess  forage  currently  exists. 

Response  99.1  -  We  have  retained  Table  F-4  in  the  RMP.   See  response 
70.7  and  70.17. 

Response  99.2  -  See  response  95.3. 

Response  99.3  -  See  response  81.4. 

Response  99.4  -  The  RMP/EIS  only  addresses  wildlife  on  BLM  managed 
public  lands  since  we  do  not  have  control  of  wildlife  populations  on  private 
lands . 

Response  99.5  -  Big  game  does  move  with  the  depth  of  snow  on  the 
Jarbidge  front.   MUA-15  was  drawn  to  include  the  greatest  amount  of  this 
movement . 

Response  99.6  -  See  response  70.7. 

Response  99.7  -  Fawning  areas  for  antelope  and  other  wildlife  habitats 
are  to  be  protected  from  disturbing  activity  such  as  project  installation 
and  road  building  where  the  disturbance  is  large.   It  is  not  intended  to 
prevent  permittees  from  supervising  their  livestock. 

Response  99.8  -  We  feel  that  the  current  resource  conditions  provide 
adequate  information  to  serve  as  the  basis  for  our  proposed  action  and 
alternatives.  The  forage  inventory  provides  an  estimate  of  carrying 
capacity  and  range  conditions  that  will  be  carefully  monitored  as  the  plan 
is  implemented. 

Response  99.9  -  The  definition  for  trend  was  taken  from  "A  Glossary  of 
Terms  Used  in  Range  Management,"  Second  Edition,  published  by  the  Society 
for  Range  Management. 

Response  99.10  -  Appendix  D  identifies  the  monitoring  procedures  for  the 
RMP. 

Response  99.11  -  These  impacts  are  recognized.  However,  they  cannot  be 
quantified  until  specific  grazing  systems  are  proposed.  As  AMPs  are 
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developed,  these  impacts  will  be  addressed  through  an  environmental 
assessment. 

Response  99.12  -  Monitoring  will  be  given  a  high  priority  for  available 
funding  and  manpower.  Adjustments  in  livestock  use  levels  will  not  be  made 
until  additional  monitoring  or  studies  have  been  completed. 

Response  99.13  -  The  summary  is  included  to  provide  a  summary  of  the 
management  actions  on  BLM  lands. 

Response  99.14  -  This  statement  and  other  similar  statements  throughout 
your  comment  letter  deal  with  the  level  of  specificity  for  proposed 
management  actions  that  may  affect  livestock  operators.  We  have  not  deleted 
the  level  of  detail  provided  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS.   Deleting  the  sections 
you  have  indicated  would  remove  the  guidelines  designed  to  manage  the  range 
program  within  the  resource  area.  Also  see  responses  70.7  and  70.17. 

Response  99.15  -  See  response  70.22. 

Response  99.16  -  The  multiple  use  areas  were  designed  to  correspond  with 
current  resource  conditions  and  management  needs.   The  old  units  are  not  as 
suitable  for  planning  purposes  as  the  new  areas  are,  so  these  units  have  not 
been  changed. 

Response  99.17  -  The  description  of  the  vegetation  in  this  MUA  has  been 
modified. 

Response  99.18  -  See  response  95.12. 

Response  99.19  -  No.   It  means  that  the  RMP  as  proposed  is  consistent 
with  current  population  goals  and  their  fisheries  management  plan. 

Response  99.20  -  Approximately  2  1/2%  of  the  competitive  AUMs  in  MUA  15 
is  used  by  wildlife. 

Response  99.21  -  Only  slight  improvement  in  ecological  condition  was 
projected  because  of  the  dominance  of  sagebrush  and  the  lack  of  understory 
grass  species. 

Response  99.22  -  The  statement  has  been  made. 

Response  99.23  -  Poor  vegetative  and  watershed  conditions  intensify 
these  natural  phenomena. 

Response  99.24  -  The  major  factors  affecting  site  conditions  all  occur 
over  time.   It  is  not  necessary  to  state  that. 

Response  99.25  -  This  is  not  expected  to  be  a  major  factor  in 
Alternative  A  since  additional  grazing  systems  with  fall  use  are  not 
proposed. 

Response  99.26  -  See  response  29.12  and  70.12. 
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Response  99.27  -  Alternative  B  was  designed  with  moderate  to  heavy 
grazing  levels  to  determine  if  the  range  could  support  a  higher  level  of 
grazing  use.   The  alternative  analysis  is  based  on  this  higher  level  of  use 
occurring. 

Response  99.28  -  We  agree  that  hunting  on  these  areas  would  increase. 
However,  it  is  not  felt  that  these  increases  would  be  significant  when 
compared  to  the  total  recreation  use  occurring  within  the  Jarbidge  area. 

Response  99.29  -  The  level  of  use  established  for  cheatgrass  was  based 
on  a  level  that  would  provide  watershed  protection  as  well  as  protection  of 
native  plant  species. 

Response  100.1  -  See  response  70.7. 

Response  100.2  -  See  response  70.17. 

Response  101.1  -  Big  game  population  census  and  estimates  were  formed 
using  aerial  and  ground  surveys  from  BLM  and  Idaho  Fish  and  Game,  along  with 
professional  estimates  by  biologists  familiar  with  the  resource  area. 

Response  101.2  -  We  derive  our  conclusions  on  the  grazing  situation  from 
our  forage  inventories  and  from  professional  judgement  of  the  impacts  of  the 
proposed  actions.   For  instance,  we  know  that  new  seedings  can  be  stocked, 
as  a  rule  of  thumb,  at  3-4  acre/AUM  depending  upon  intensity  of  grazing 
management.  Also,  stands  lacking  a  seed  source  for  climax  native  perennial 
grasses  will  stay  as  they  are,  even  under  improved  grazing  management.   The 
main  thing  which  would  improve  is  individual  perennial  plant  vigor  and 
productivity,  but  composition  would  not  change  appreciably.   Inventoried 
grazing  capacity  is  shown  in  the  initial  stocking  rate  figures  for 
Alternative  C  in  all  tables  showing  initial  stocking  rates  for  Alternative  C. 

Response  101.3  -  The  alternatives  were  formulated  to  address  various 
ways  of  resolving  the  planning  issues.   Current  resource  conditions, 
described  in  Chapter  3,  provided  the  baseline  for  the  current  situation  and 
the  need  for  any  proposed  changes.   The  rationale  for  alternative  selection 
has  been  expanded  in  the  proposed  RMP. 

Response  101.4  -  Livestock  forage  allocations  were  derived  by  using  the 
estimated  proper  forage  use  levels  with  grasses  as  the  limiting  factor  and 
adding  forage  for  proposed  land  treatments  and  management  actions  (including 
distribution)  and  subtracting  forage  lost  due  to  transfers.   Forage  lost 
from  transfers  was  not  transferred  as  an  additional  use  into  adjacent 
allotments.   It  was  lost  if  it  could  not  be  accommodated  within  the  same 
allotment. 

Primarily  the  dramatic  increase  in  forage  overall  versus  the  changes 
projected  in  range  condition  are  due  to  the  dramatic  results  of  successful 
fire  rehabilitation  project  since  1975.  Much  of  this  forage  has  been 
underutilized  due  to  lack  of  necessary  livestock  distribution  facilities. 
The  survey  projected  approximately  100,000  AUMs  in  the  Say lor  Creek  units 
alone.  Areas  of  increased  forage  are  those  which  the  survey  indicated  more 
was  available  or  where  land  treatments  were  proposed. 
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Substantial  improvement  in  ecological  condition  was  not  anticipated  due 
to  the  deplete  nature  of  the  poor  condition  areas,  low  rainfall  in  most 
MUAs,  and  lack  of  adequate  seed  sources. 

Response  101.5  -  The  management  of  wildlife  is  addressed  for  all  areas 
within  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area,  not  just  within  special  management  areas. 

Response  101.6  -  Management  proposals  and  the  values  associated  with 
watershed  was  developed  to  the  extent  possible.   These  proposals  are  located 
in  the  resource  management  guidelines  portion  of  the  plan.  The  importance 
of  the  watershed  values  is  recognized  and  will  be  given  a  high  priority  in 
monitoring.  Adjustments  in  management  will  occur  if  adverse  impacts  are 
identified. 

Response  101.7  -  See  response  51.1. 

Response  102.1  -  See  response  41.1. 

Response  102.2  -  There  are  no  published  values  for  non-commodity, 
non-market  resources  in  Idaho  and  in  particular  for  the  Jarbidge  Resource 
Area.   It  is  recognized  that  these  types  of  values  do  exist,  however 
quantification  is  not  possible.   The  economic  values  of  hunting  and  fishing 
have  been  added  to  the  final  EIS.   The  value  of  other  recreation  use  is 
recognized,  however  data  is  not  currently  available  to  quantify  it.   The  EIS 
discusses  capital  values  since  their  existence  is  well  documented  and  fairly 
uniformly  recognized  by  the  financial  community  in  Idaho.  The  fact  that  the 
BLM  does  not  formerly  recognize  these  values  and  thus  cannot  compensate  for 
loss  of  such  values  does  not  make  the  impact  non-existent. 

Response  102.3  -  All  projects  implemented  as  a  result  of  this  RMP  will 
be  analyzed  using  benefit/cost  procedures.   These  procedures  take  into 
account  all  costs  and  all  benefits  (local,  regional,  national)  to  whomever 
they  may  accrue.   These  analyses',  when  completed,  will  be  open  for  public 
review. 

Response  102.4  -  The  wildlife/wild  horse  allocation  represents 
competitive  forage,  that  is  the  amount  of  AUMs  which  would  be  consumed  by 
planned  wildlife/wild  horse  numbers  on  forage  species  which  livestock  would 
also  willingly  consume.  The  remaining  forage  would  be  allocated  to 
livestock  use,  excluding  that  needed  for  plant  vigor  and  watershed 
protection.  Water  developments  have  improved  wildlife  habitat  over  the  past 
30  years,  as  much  of  the  resource  area  has  no  permanent  water  and  little 
seasonal  water. 

Response  102.5  -  The  increases  are  based  upon  a  forage  inventory  using 
established  procedures  and  upon  general  utilization  studies  which  indicate 
that  far  more  forage  is  being  produced,  particularly  in  East  and  West  Saylor 
Creeks,  than  is  being  consumed.   Implementation  of  increases  would  be  done 
in  conjunction  with  monitoring  studies  to  insure  that  management  objectives 
are  being  met.   Specific  range  improvement  projects  will  be  preceeded  by  a 
benefit/cost  analysis  to  allow  the  priority  for  development  to  be 
established.  A  benefit/cost  analysis  for  the  entire  RMP  was  not  considered 
because  of  the  number  of  unquantif iable  benefits.   Also  see  response  42.1. 
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Response  102.6  -  Population  goals  for  big  game  species  were  derived  in 
conjunction  with  the  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game.   They  represent  the 
desired  population  levels  consistent  with  the  capability  of  the  land  to 
support  these  animals  without  habitat  damage.   These  population  goals  are 
synonymous  with  "reasonable  numbers."  These  goals  are  shown  under  each  MUA 
description  and  on  page  2-12  and  can  be  compared  with  the  predicted 
populations  for  each  alternative  on  Table  2-5. 

Generally  population  goals  for  other  species  are  impractical  due  to  the 
difficulty  in  obtaining  estimates  of  existing  populations.   Prescribed 
amounts  of  habitat  are  identified  as  an  alternative  to  population  goals. 
Special  attention  is  given  to  habitats  of  species  sensitive  to  habitat 
change  (e.g.,  sage  grouse)  and  limited  habitats  (e.g.,  riparian  habitats). 

Bureau  policy  (Manual  6500.06  I)  is  to  "Maintain  habitat  for  viable, 
self-sustaining  populations  of  forest  and  rangeland  wildlife."  Except  for 
long-billed  curlews  (a  sensitive  species)  no  species  should  be  reduced  to 
levels  that  approach  the  "viable"  standard.   Habitat  for  long-billed  curlews 
would  be  eliminated  under  Alternatives  A,  B  and  C.   It  is  not  known  whether 
these  birds  would  find  suitable  nesting  habitat  in  other  parts  of  the 
resource  area. 

Response  102.7  -  No  alternative  would  affect  a  listed  or  proposed 
species  covered  by  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 

Response  104.1  -  These  improvements  were  considered  in  developing  the 
new  project  development  proposals  for  the  proposed  RMP.   See  the  revised 
plan  portion.   They  could  be  allowed  if  they  do  not  conflict  with  other 
resource  objectives. 

Response  105.1  -  An  economic  analysis  of  each  agricultural  development 
proposal  made  under  the  Desert  Land  Act  will  be  performed  prior  to 
allowance.   The  purpose  of  this  analysis  is  to  provide  the  BLM  with  an 
indication  of  the  potential  profitability  of  each  application.   Analyses 
that  show  negative  net  returns  will  be  rejected.   Also  most  applications 
require  considerable  investment  in  water  developments  which  usually  must  be 
financed.   Lending  institutions  will  not  lend  money  for  such  operations  if 
they  feel  the  applicant  will  be  unable  to  repay  the  loan.   This  EIS  does  not 
predict  any  significant  impact  on  farm  prices  resulting  from  implementation 
of  any  of  the  alternatives.   In  addition,  the  issue  of  agricultural  develop- 
ment in  southwestern  Idaho  was  fully  addressed  in  the  Agricultural 
Development  EIS,  issued  in  1979.   Actions  resulting  from  that  EIS  have 
brought  the  BLM  and  Idaho  Department  of  Water  Resources  (who  have 
jurisdiction  over  the  Carey  Act  agricultural  development)  together  in  formal 
agreements  to  process  applications  on  about  20,000  acres  per  year  in 
southwest  Idaho. 

Response  106.1  -  The  $150  average  price  for  land  that  would  be  sold  was 
arrived  at  based  on  recent  appraisals  of  like  lands.   Some  of  the  lands 
offered  for  sale  will  undoubtedly  be  lower  in  value  and  some  higher.   The 
criteria  for  land  transfers  are  included  in  the  resource  management 
guidelines  for  lands  beginning  on  page  79.   A  site  specific  environmental 
assessment  will  be  done  on  all  potential  transfers  prior  to  the  transfer. 


5-37 


Response  106.2  -  This  has  been  added  to  Appendix  F. 

Response   106.3  -  Estimates  of  wildlife  population  levels  have   been  added 
for  Alternative  D^. 

Response  106.4  -  A  benefit/cost  analysis  of  all  range  improvements  will 
be  made  prior  to  their  installation  in  accordance  with  current  Bureau  policy, 

Response  106.5  -  The  "costs"  referred  to  were  those  for  signing, 
fencing,  patrols,  etc.   However  after  reevaluation  of  adjustment  rationales, 
the  BLM  agrees  that  most  of  the  WSAs  are  manageable  regardless  of  costs. 
See  response  102.1  for  further  discussion.   Estimated  costs  for 
administering  wilderness  acreages  in  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area  are  $15,000 
per  year  for  all  alternatives  except  rim-to-rim  proposals  for  the  Jarbidge/ 
Bruneau.   These  costs  are  above  and  beyond  current  management  cost, 
including  management  of  potential  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers. 

Response  107.1  -  Impacts  were  tracked  by  MUA  where  the  need  for  such 
analysis  was  necessary.   For  example,  the  terrestrial  wildlife  section 
includes  general  statements  addressing  impacts  but  also  identifies  impacts 
by  MUA  where  appropriate.   The  changes  in  vegetative  production  and 
condition  were  also  tracked  by  MUA  in  Appendix  F.   Other  resources 
identified  impacts  on  specific  parcels,  i.e.  a  particular  stream  or  area 
which  can  be  tied  to  MUAs  by  the  maps.   We  felt  it  would  be  too  repetitive 
and  lengthy  to  structure  Chapter  3  and  4  by  MUA. 

Response  107.2  -  Alternative  actions  were  considered  for  the  management 
of  resources  identified  as  issues.   Management  prescriptions,  including  a 
production  extreme  and  a  protection  extreme,  were  considered  for  each 
resource.   However,  some  of  these  management  extremes  were  not  considered 
viable  or  reasonable  to  implement  and  therefore  were  not  analyzed  in  detail 
in  the  RMP  or  EIS. 

Response  107.3  -  Income  and  Employment  from  hunting  and  fishing 
activities  have  been  included  in  the  various  alternatives.   An  economic 
value  for  other  types  of  recreational  activities  is  recognized,  however, 
data  does  not  exist  to  quantify  this  value  at  this  time. 

Response  107.4  -  The  costs  associated  with  implementing  other  portions 
of  the  RMP  are  not  available  at  this  time.   The  Bureau's  budgeting  system 
does  not  allow  for  the  identification,  by  resource  area,  of  the  costs  of 
administering  public  lands.   This  is  only  available  on  a  district-wide  basis, 

Response  107.5  -  The  proposed  RMP  has  been  amended  to  annually  treat  2% 
of  the  poor  condition  range  through  improved  grazing  management  or  range 
improvement  projects. 

Response  107.6  -  Regulations  do  not  allow  the  establishment  of  wild 
horse  herds  in  areas  that  did  not  contain  wild  horses  at  the  time  the  Wild 
Horse  and  Burro  Act  was  passed  in  1971.  We  felt  that  50  head  of  horses  is 
the  optimum  herd  size  considering  the  conflicts  between  agricultural 
development  and  livestock  grazing. 
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Response  107.7  -  The  improvements  identified  were  those  that  we  felt 
were  within  our  economic  capability.  Improvement  practices  have  been 
proposed  on  streams  in  poor  condition  that  have  the  potential  for 
improvement  and  were  not  expected  to  show  significant  improvement  through 
other  management  techniques. 

Response  107.8  -  In  the  first  section  (or  RMP  section)  of  our  document 
under  "Resource  Management  Guidelines,"  specifically  under  Lands,  is  an 
explanation  of  the  processes  required  before  any  land  identified  for 
transfer  can  be  disposed  of.  The  acreage  identified  for  transfer  represents 
a  maximum  level  based  on  the  resource  conflicts  and  information  we  have  at 
this  time.  It  is  identified  for  potential  transfer  or  retention  at  this 
time  so  that  known  resource  conflicts  can  be  resolved  and  an  environmental 
assessment  can  be  prepared. 

Response  107.9  -  Statutory  authorities  for  SRMAs  are  contained  in  BLM 
manual  8300  Recreation  Management  and  in  BLM  Manuals  8320,  8321,  8322,  8323, 
8340,  8341,  8342,  and  8360.  All  detail  management  requirements.   Funding  is 
appropriated  from  Congress  to  Implement  Recreation  Area  Management  Plans  and 
Recreation  Project  Plans. 

Response  107.10  -  Reasonable  population  numbers  were  developed  jointly 
with  the  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  and  Nevada  Department  of 
Wildlife,  to  meet  their  user  demands  as  well  as  BLMs. 

Response  107.11  -  Plateaus  were  eliminated  due  to  manageability  problems 
in  the  draft.  However,  after  reevaluation  of  adjustment  rationales,  the  BLM 
agrees  that  all  of  the  WSAs  are  indeed  manageable  except  those  portions 
identified  in  Appendix  J.  See  response  41.1  for  further  discussion. 

Response  108.1  -  This  RMP  does  not  designate  utility  corridors,  but 
rather  identifies  avoidance  areas,  as  we  believe  this  is  less  restrictive. 
Idaho  Power's  and  the  Western  Utility  Group's  needs  have  been  reviewed  and 
considered. 

A  southern  east -west  route  was  discussed  in  the  Pacific  Power  and  Light 
EIS  and  rejected  because  it  would  traverse  three  proposed  wilderness  areas. 
This  route  is  included  in  Alternative  B  of  the  RMP.  A  northern  east-west 
corridor  conflicts  with  the  Saylor  Creek  Bombing  Range  and  the  Bruneau  Sand 
Dunes  State  Park. 

In  addition  to  the  wilderness  study  area  conflicts,  the  Jarbldge  and 
West  Fork  Bruneau  Rivers  have  been  recommended  in  a  National  Park  Service 
Study  and  EIS  as  suitable  for  a  Wild  and  Scenic  River  designation.  The  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  of  1968,  Section  7(a)  and  8(a)  prohibit  powerlines. 
Until  such  time  as  Congress  accepts  or  rejects  the  National  Park  Service's 
recommendation,  powerlines  could  not  be  constructed  through  this  area. 

The  existing  500  kV  route  north  of  the  Snake  River  is  still  under- 
utilized and  will  accommodate  future  lines  at  least  through  the  year  2005, 
which  is  the  planning  horizon  of  this  RMP. 

Response  108.2  -  The  proposed  RMP  would  not  interfere  with  existing 
utility  developments.  Their  current  use  and  maintenance  would  be  allowed  to 
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continue.   There  are  currently  no  designated  utility  corridors  within  the 
Jarbidge  Resource  Area. 

Response  108.3  -  Existing  rights-of-ways  are  not  identified  because  they 
are  too  numerous.   Their  use  for  the  purpose  stated  when  they  were  granted 
would  be  allowed. 

Response  108.4  -  It  is  the  BLMs  position  that  the  best  management  of  the 
Bruneau- Jarbidge  Canyon  is  as  a  wild  and  scenic  river  or  wilderness  area  and 
that  of  Salmon  Falls  Creek  as  an  outstanding  natural  area  (Balanced  Rock 
Crossing  to  the  dam)  and  as  an  SRMA  (natural  area  plus  reservoir  and  upper 
canyon  to  the  Nevada  line).   The  impacts  of  these  avoidance  areas  to  utility 
development  is  discussed  in  the  lands  section  of  Chapter  4. 

Response  108.5  -  We  do  not  feel  that  we  need  to  designate  utility 
corridors  to  comply  with  FLPMA.   The  identification  of  avoidance  areas  and 
areas  in  which  there  are  no  restrictions  serves  the  same  purpose  as 
designating  corridors.   Alternative  B  provides  a  "window"  for  utility 
development  along  the  Bruneau- Jarbidge  Rivers. 

Response  110.1  -  See  response  107.2  and  47.1. 

Response  110.2  -  The  rationale  for  wilderness  recommendations  has  been 
expanded  in  the  proposed  RMP.   Also  see  response  41.1. 

Response  110.3  -  The  proposed  RMP  has  been  modified  to  include  impacts 
to  wilderness  values  to  the  extent  impacts  have  been  identified.   A  separate 
final  wilderness  EIS  that  addresses  only  the  wilderness  study  areas  will  be 
prepared  and  circulated  to  the  public. 

Response  111.1  -  See  response  70.17. 

Response  111.2  -  Table  F-4  has  been  modified  to  separate  out  allotments 
with  AMPs  and  CRMPs  from  the  other  allotments. 

Response  111.3  -  The  grazing  preferences  and  five-year  use  figures  have 
been  checked  and  corrected  where  errors  were  found. 

Response  111.4  -  See  response  70.7. 

Response  111.5  -  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  the  primary 
responsibility  for  the  predator  damage  management  program  and  as  such 
receives  funding  for  predator  control.   We  do  not  currently  receive  any  such 
funding.   The  BLM  will  continue  to  work  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
in  determining  areas  and  methods  of  predator  control.  We  cannot  specify  at 
this  time  that  there  would  not  be  any  further  constraints  on  this  program. 

Response  111.6  -  We  feel  that  retaining  population  goals  is  necessary 
for  the  BLM  to  meet  habitat  needs.   They  will  guide  management  practices 
that  will  be  allowed  to  occur.   Close  coordination  will  be  maintained 
between  all  parties  involved  in  attempting  to  provide  habitat  for  the 
identified  population  levels. 

Response  111.7  -  See  response  95.12. 
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Response  112.1  -  Present  winter  and  yearlong  population  levels  and 
population  goals  have  been  identified  in  each  MUA  writeup.   The  wildlife 
forage  allocation  procedures  have  been  added  to  Appendix  G.   This  was 
calculated  for  each  MUA.   The  actual  competitive  AUM  demand  by  MUA  for  each 
species  is  found  in  Appendix  Table  B-4  by  alternative. 

Response  112.2  -  These  tables  have  been  corrected. 

Response  112.3  -  The  proposed  RMP  stocks  all  areas  at  or  below  the 
estimated  production  figures.   The  poor  condition  range  remaining  in  20 
years  is  not  a  result  of  overstocking  but  a  result  of  low  densities  of 
understory  grass  and  forb  species,  low  precipitation  and  dense  sagebrush 
overstories. 

Response  112.4^-  See  text  for  updated  status  of  California  bighorns  in 
the  United  States. 

Response  112.5  -  This  statement  reflects  the  amount  that  would  be  closed 
if  Congress  designated  these  areas  as  wilderness. 

Response  112.6  -  Although  it  may  not  be  chosen  as  the  preferred 
alternative  it  is  viable  and  provides  a  good  basis  for  comparison  for  the 
other  alternatives. 

Response  112.7  -  ROS  classes  have  been  added  to  BLM  planning 
requirements  in  recreation  since  the  other  documents  referred  to  were 
completed.   Definitions  have  been  added  to  Appendix  L. 

Response  112.8  -  We  feel  that  the  map  adequately  identifies  the  VRM 
classes.  Monetary  constraints  did  not  allow  a  larger  scale  map  or  shading 
and  cross-hatching. 

Response  112.9  -  VRM  classes  are  not  measures  of  aesthetic  quality. 
Rather,  they  are  management  prescriptions  to  guide  resource  managers  in 
order  to  control  visual  impacts  of  proposed  developments.  An  explanation  of 
Visual  Resource  Management  and  VRM  classes  has  been  added  as  Appendix  M. 

Response  112.10  -  See  response  41.1. 

Response  112.11  -  The  map  published  in  the  draft  EIS  is  incorrect.   The 
actual  WSA  boundary  excludes  the  area  referred  to  containing  the  four 
reservoirs.  The  detailed  wilderness  maps  will  be  included  in  the  final 
wilderness  EIS  which  will  be  published  separately  from  the  proposed  RMP/EIS. 

Response  112.12  -  It  is  the  BLMs  position  that  topographic  and 
vegetative  screening  is  good  to  excellent  throughout  the  unit  as  a  whole. 
The  fact  that  the  best  "screening"  is  found  in  the  northern  part  of  the  unit 
doesn't  negate  the  first  statement. 

Response  112.13  -  Most  canyon  visitors  are  white  water  boaters.   Boating 
is  statistically  a  linear  experience.  The  canyon's  length  and  meandering 
nature  along  with  the  presence  of  numerous  side  canyons  (a  number  of  which 
provide  access  to  the  canyon  rim)  do  provide  an  unconfined  feeling  to  users 
traveling  the  canyon  by  boat  or  by  foot. 
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Response  112.14  -  Map  J-5  is  in  error  in  the  draft  EIS.  The  final 
wilderness  EIS,  which  will  be  published  separately  from  the  RMP,  will  show 
the  correct  status  of  private  land. 

The  status  of  the  reservoirs  referred  to  is  as  follows: 

T.13S.,  R.7E.,  SW1/4  of  Sec.  26  -  the  reservoir  is  at  the  end  of  a 

cherrystem  road  and  is  technically 

outside  of  the  WSA. 
T.13S.,  R.8E.,  SW1/4  of  Sec.  32  -  The  map  is  in  error.  This  reservoir 

does  not  and  never  has  existed. 
T.14S.,  R.7E.,  SW1/4  of  Sec.  11  -  The  WSA  boundary  excludes  this 

reservoir. 
T.14S.,  R.7E.,  SE1/4  of  Sec.  14  -  This  reservoir  is  included  in  the  WSA. 
T.14S.,  R.7E.,  SE1/4  of  Sec.  24  -  This  reservoir  is  included  in  the  WSA. 

Poison  Butte  Storage  Reservoir  does  not  exist  inside  the  WSA.   It  is 
immediately  adjacent  and  outside  the  boundary.   The  map  is  inaccurate. 

Response  112.15  -  Both  statements  are  true.   Persons  wanting  to  view  the 
canyon  will  congregate  on  the  canyon  rim  to  do  so.  The  canyon  and 
associated  draws  present  a  long  enough  area  to  congregate  along  so  that  the 
overall  effect  would  be  to  disperse  use. 

Response  112.16  -  Those  references  to  wildlands  or  wilderness  dependency 
have  been  removed. 

Response  112.17  -  The  statements  regarding  potential  habitat  for  bald 
eagles  have  been  removed. 

Response  112.18  -  The  wilderness  management  policy  allows  for  the 
closing  of  roads  and  ways  to  enhance  manageability  of  the  WSAs. 

Response  112.19  -  This  statement  has  been  modified.  Without  wilderness 
designation,  project  development  would  reduce  the  wilderness  characteristics 
on  portions  of  the  WSA. 

Response  112.20  -  Without  Congressional  protection  by  wilderness 
designation,  proposed  developments  could  be  authorized  at  the  local  BLM 
district  level.  The  President  can  only  override  the  Congressional 
designation  under  circumstances  defined  by  the  Wilderness  Act  and  the 
enabling  legislation  for  a  specific  wilderness  area. 

Response  112.21  -  Miners  operating  the  Bruneau  jasper  mine  provided  the 
information  concerning  the  value  of  the  jasper. 

Response  113.1  -  Federal  Register  citations  on  page  3-16  for  the  Bliss 
Rapids  Snail,  Snake  River  Physa  and  the  Shoshone  Sculpin  should  be 
sufficient  to  lead  the  interested  reader  to  the  awareness  of  the  Category  I 
designation. 

The  Homedale  Creek  Spring  Snale  Fontelicella  idahoensls  is  found  in  the 
Snake  River  multiple  use  area.  Since  it  is  not  officially  listed  as  a 
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candidate  species  it  will  not  be  shown  on  table.  We  do  not  anticipate  our 
proposal  will  significantly  affect  it. 

The  Utah  Valvata  Snail  Valvata  utahensls  will  be  added  to  the  aquatic 
habitat  description  of  the  affected  environment  chapter  as  will  the  Giant 
Columbia  River  Limpet  F is hero la  nuttalli.  Both  have  been  added  as  candidate 
species  to  the  federal  threatened  or  endangered  species  list  since  the  draft 
management  plan  was  printed. 

Uniqueness  of  the  A.J.  Wiley  Reach  aquatic  community  will  be  noted  in 
Chapter  3,  aquatic  habitat. 

Response  113.2  -  The  proposed  plan  includes  a  management  objective  and 
action  to  protect  sensitive  and  candidate  species  found  in  the  Snake  River 
below  Lower  Salmon  Falls  Dam.  Alternative  D  includes  the  recommendation  to 
nominate  the  A.J.  Wiley  reach  of  the  Snake  River  for  National  Natural 
Landmark  status. 

Response  113.3  -  The  nine  mile  stretch  of  the  Snake  River  between  Lower 
Salmon  Falls  Dam  and  the  head  of  the  Bliss  reservoir  (in  the  vicinity  of  the 
Bliss  bridge)  was  inventoried  by  the  National  Park  Service  and  was  listed  in 
the  "Nationwide  Rivers  Inventory"  published  originally  in  August  of  1980  and 
updated  in  January  of  1982. 

Three  general  criteria  used  in  the  inventory  process  were:   1)  the 
degree  to  which  the  river  is  free-flowing,  2)  the  degree  to  which  the  river 
and  corridor  are  undeveloped,  and  3)  the  outstanding  natural  and  cultural 
characteristics  of  the  river  and  its  immediate  environment. 

The  initial  inventory  found  that:   1)  The  nine  mile  stretch  of  river  is 
free  flowing  and  is  situated  between  two  artificial  reservoirs.   2)  The 
river  corridor  is  rural  in  character  with  a  moderate  amount  of  development 
arising  from  farming  activities  and  homesite  development.   However,  all  of 
the  north  and  east  side  of  the  river  is  privately  owned  and  also 
approximately  half  of  the  south  and  west  side.  The  potential  for 
development  of  some  sort  exists  on  these  private  lands.   3)  The  inventory 
identified  the  presence  of  several  sensitive  and  candidate  species. 

While  the  river  segment  meets  the  criteria  to  be  included  in  the 
inventory,  we  feel  that  these  values  can  be  protected  through  management 
objectives  and  actions  to  protect  the  sensitive  and  candidate  species. 

Response  113.4  -  Recreation  use  on  the  A.J.  Wiley  Reach  is  not  predicted 
to  be  affected  by  any  of  the  alternatives  so  levels  are  not  presented  in  the 
RMP. 

Response  113.5  -  The  complete  citations  have  been  added  to  the  reference 
list. 

Response  113.6  -  See  response  102.2  and  107.3. 

Response  113.7  -  Aquatic  habitat  is  not  indicated  on  Map  3-7  because  it 
was  not  inventoried.   However,  we  recognize  the  importance  of  this  area.  We 
have  identified  it  for  the  completion  of  a  habitat  management  plan  to 
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improve  wildlife  habitat  conditions.   Specific  management  proposals  for  this 
area  will  be  developed  as  a  part  of  this  plan.   Fencing  portions  would  be  a 
management  practice  considered. 

Response  113.8  -  Alternative  D  and  Appendix  Table  B-l  recommends  that 
the  A.J.  Wiley  reach  of  the  Snake  River  (approximately  nine  miles)  be 
studied  (to  determine  suitability)  for  possible  inclusion  into  the  National 
Wild  and  Scenic  River  System. 

Response  113.9  -  The  Dike  II  and  recent  A.J.  Wiley  cogeneration 
proposals  are  non-Bureau  initiated  projects  and  are  beyond  the  scope  of  this 
plan  and  will  not  be  addressed  in  this  EIS. 

Response  113.10  -  The  A.J.  Wiley  reach  of  the  Snake  River  is  identified 
as  an  SRMA  under  Alternative  D. 

Response  113.11  -  An  analysis  of  this  nature  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this 
EIS. 

Response  113.12  -  It  is  not  possible  to  determine  how  many  or  which 
livestock  operations  do  not  have  a  good  economic  benefit  so  this  alternative 
is  not  addressed. 

Response  114.1  -  We  recognize  the  many  values  and  qualities  of  the 
Bruneau-Jarbidge  ecosystem.  We  feel  that  management  of  these  values  can  be 
determined  on  their  own  merits  without  comparing  or  ranking  them  with  other 
rivers.   Therefore,  we  have  not  compared  them  with  other  similar 
free-flowing  rivers. 

Response  114.2  -  An  additional  section  on  sensitive,  threatened  and 
endangered  plant  species  has  been  added  to  the  RMP.  Based  on  the  special 
management  requirements  to  protect  these  species,  we  do  not  anticipate  that 
significant  impacts  would  occur  to  them. 

Response  114.3  -  The  BLM  hires  plant  specialists  on  a  temporary  basis  as 
the  demand  and  funding  permits.   The  plateau  area  has  been  searched  in  early 
spring  and  summer.   The  Jarbidge/Bruneau  River  complex  has  been  searched  in 
the  spring  by  raft  and  kayak  on  seven  separate  trips.   The  West  Fork  of  the 
Bruneau  has  only  been  searched  once  due  to  its  high  degree  of  difficulty  in 
navigation.  The  Jarbidge/Bruneau  system  has  also  been  searched  once  in  the 
fall  of  the  year.  These  searches  by  BLM  temporary  personnel,  Roger 
Rosentreter,  has  resulted  in  the  discovery  and  naming  of  a  new  plant  taxon 
to  science.  This  taxon  is  Lepodactylon  globrum  (Patterson  and 
Yoder-Williams  1984).   It  is  a  narrow  endemic  which  occurs  only  on  weathered 
rhyolitic  cliffs. 

Plants  collected  by  BLM  botanists  are  distributed  to  several  major  plant 
herbariums  in  order  to  increase  the  knowledge  of  plant  taxa  from  these 
areas.  The  herbarium  in  which  plants  are  distributed  and  a  biological 
assessment  of  each  sensitive  and  uncommon  plant  occurring  in  the  Boise 
District  can  be  found  in  Rosentreter' s  (1983)  report.   This  94  page  report 
can  be  obtained  from  the  BLM  District  of  the  BLM  and  can  be  consulted  for 
detailed  information  on  sensitive  taxa. 
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Several  trend  plots  on  sensitive  plant  populations  along  the  Jarbidge/ 
Bruneau  river  system  were  established  in  1983.  Yearly  monitoring  of  the 
plots  will  help  quantify  the  status  of  these  populations. 

Response  114.4  -  Currently  the  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  Department  considers 
Salmon  Falls  Creek  Canyon  to  be  a  low  priority  for  any  bighorn  sheep 
transplant.  A  proposal  for  reintroduction  is  not  expected  to  occur  in  the 
time  period  covered  by  the  Jarbidge  RMP. 

Response  114.5  -  Desert  Land  and  Carey  Act  applications  may  only  be 
filed  by  residents  of  Idaho.  Desert  Land  Entries  are  a  maximum  of  320  acres 
per  individual  and  Carey  Act  Entries  are  a  maximum  of  160  acres  per 
individual  by  law.   It  is  illegal  for  anyone  to  hold  or  control  more  than 
one  entry  patent  or  to  gain  control  if  control  was  planned  before  patent. 
There  have  been  instances  of  corporate  control  of  Desert  Land  Entries  in  the 
past  (Indian  Hills,  Black  Mesa  and  Say lor  Creek  Farms  projects).  These 
projects  were  returned  to  the  government  after  extensive  litigation. 
Senator  McClure  is  considering  introducing  a  private  relief  bill  to  return 
the  Saylor  Creek  Farms  project  to  the  original  entry  people. 

We  have  no  available  information  on  illegal  aliens  and  have  no 
indication  that  substantial  amounts  of  the  farm  labor  in  the  Jarbidge 
Resource  Area  is  performed  by  illegal  aliens.  Many  of  the  newer  farm 
projects  use  less  labor  intensive  irrigation  systems,  such  as  circular 
pivots,  which  reduces  farm  labor  by  any  party. 

Response  114.6  -  Since  there  is  no  residency  requirement  with  Desert 
Land  Act  entries,  impacts  on  local  infrastructure  are  not  able  to  be 
estimated.   It  is  not  anticipated  that  such  impacts  would  be  great,  however, 
due  to  the  dispersed  nature  of  such  development  both  in  terms  of  location 
and  timing. 

Response  114.7  -  The  condition  of  the  riparian  ecosystem  along  the  river 
was  not  inventoried  due  to  funding  and  time  limitations.  We  will  be 
conducting  surveys  and  will  be  monitoring  trend  as  time  and  funding  allows. 
Our  intent  is  to  improve  riparian  vegetation  to  its'  site  potential.   The 
adjacent  rangeland  is  primarily  in  poor  ecological  condition.   Some  isolated 
areas  on  steep  breaks  along  the  river  have  better  range  condition  due  to 
less  past  grazing  and  other  disturbances. 

Possibilities  for  restorating  the  ecological  condition  of  adjacent 
uplands  without  removing  existing  shrub  cover,  which  is  important  wildlife 
habitat,  are  few.   Cheatgrass  competition  would  be  the  major  barrier  to 
replacing  native  plants,  followed  by  steep  slopes  and  an  extremely  dry 
climate.  Because  of  cheatgrass  invasion  and  dominance,  there  is  little 
chance  that  merely  excluding  livestock  would  allow  return  of  the  climax 
plant  community  on  the  upland  sites.   The  possibility  of  fencing  riparian 
sites  will  be  explored  when  the  Habitat  Management  Plan  proposed  for  this 
area  is  developed.  If  riparian  vegetation  is  fenced,  it  is  likely  that  the 
ecological  condition  would  improve. 

Response  114.8  -  No  definitive  and  current  recreational  data  exists  for 
the  Snake  River  MUA.  Data  used  to  develop  this  EIS  was  derived  from  State 
of  Idaho,  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation  SCORP  data  which  was  reported 
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on  a  countywide  basis.   It  appears  that  most  use  is  for  hunting  and  fishing, 
both  activities  managed  by  State  Fish  and  Game,  not  the  BLM.  An 
undetermined  amount  of  Whitewater  boating  is  also  occurring. 

Response  114.9  -  See  responses  42.1  and  51.1. 

Response  114.10  -  We  do  not  anticipate  that  BLM  actions  will  have  any 
significant  adverse  effects  on  these  reaches.  All  transfer  proposals  will 
include  a  site  specific  assessment  of  resource  values  present  and  if 
significant  values  would  be  lost  or  impacts  occur,  they  would  be  retained  in 
BLM  ownership.   Chapter  3  has  been  modified  to  identify  the  Wiley  Reach  as  a 
candidate  National  Natural  Landmark  and  that  the  river  segment  has  been 
identified  as  a  potential  wild  and  scenic  river. 

Response  114.11  -  Pasture  fences  as  well  as  riparian  habitat  fences 
would  be  constructed  using  specifications  designed  to  allow  wildlife  passage 
(Resource  Management  Guidelines-Terrestrial  Wildlife).  Observations  of 
riparian  areas  that  have  been  fenced  within  the  Boise  District  have  not 
shown  significant  hinderance  to  wildlife  use  within  the  fenced  areas. 
Therefore,  adverse  impacts  to  wildlife  from  fencing  were  not  anticipated  and 
were  not  identified  in  Chapter  4. 

Response  114.12  -  As  described  in  response  114.3,  threatened  and 
endangered  plant  and  animal  inventories  have  been  conducted  and  will 
continue  to  be  conducted  based  on  future  demands  and  funding  levels.  No 
rare  aquatic  plants  have  been  discovered  and  there  is  no  indication  that  any 
are  present.  Rare  (Candidate  and  Sensitive  species)  aquatic  animals  are 
identified  on  Table  3-8.  Anticipated  impacts  to  these  species  are 
identified  in  the  Aquatic  Habitat  section  of  Chapter  4. 

Response  114.13  -  The  aquatic  inventory  conducted  by  the  BLM  revealed  no 
evidence  of  white  sturgeon  in  the  Bruneau  River.  When  contacted,  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  personnel  could  not  substantiate  the  existence 
of  white  sturgeon  in  the  Bruneau  River.   Habitat  features  preferred  by  white 
sturgeon  (large  pools  to  100'  deep  as  in  the  Snake  River,  abundant  riffles 
for  spawning  and  feeding  and  cold  water  temperatures)  are  not  found  in  the 
Bruneau  River.  Until  white  sturgeon  are  confirmed  to  be  in  the  Bruneau 
River  system,  management  proposals  will  remain  the  same. 

Response  114.14  -  Groundcover  transects  on  areas  in  poor  and  fair 
ecological  range  conditions  and  with  high  erosion  hazard  show  that  only  6% 
of  the  transects  had  less  than  30%  groundcover.  While  the  vegetative 
composition  present  on  97%  of  these  areas  was  not  always  the  best  in  terms 
of  soil  protection,  it  was  adequate  to  provide  soil  stability.  Estimated 
erosion  rates  do  not  generally  exceed  one  ton/acre/year  on  these  areas. 
These  rates  are  not  expected  to  change  significantly  on  rangeland  sites  over 
the  next  20  years. 

Soil  formation  on  rangeland  sites  in  low  precipitation  areas  is  an 
extremely  slow  process.  We  expect  very  little  change  from  present  rates 
under  proposed  objectives  on  these  sites. 

Actual  erosion  rates  on  farmed  areas  will  depend  upon  the  type  of 
management  applied.   If  farmed  using  good  conservation  techniques  erosion 
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rates  could  be  held  to  levels  comparable  to  rangeland  areas.  If 
conservation  techniques  are  not  used,  soil  erosion  will  increase  to  ten 
times  or  more  the  current  rate. 

No  mitigation  alternatives  were  offered  on  agricultural  development 
areas.  The  Desert  Land  Act  does  not  provide  for  any  mitigation.   If 
resource  mitigation  is  needed  in  addition  to  normal  farm  practices,  the 
lands  will  be  classified  unsuitable  and  will  not  be  disposed  of.  An  effort 
will  be  made  to  identify  potential  problem  sites  from  an  erosion  standpoint. 
These  areas  will  be  retained  in  public  ownership. 

The  magnitude  of  impacts  to  reservoir  storage  capacity  and  hydroelectric 
generation  due  to  sediment  production  from  BLM  administered  lands  in  the 
Jarbidge  EIS  area  has  not  been  quantified.  We  expect  negative  impacts  are 
occurring,  but  predict  no  significant  change  from  current  rates  of 
sedimentation. 

Response  114.15  -  Land-use  planning  decisions  will  be  made  based  upon 
the  capabilities  and  limitations  of  the  soils  as  determined  by  recent  soil 
surveys.  Managing  soils  requires  application  of  a  range  of  management 
techniques.  Farming  techniques  vary  widely;  some  act  to  minimize  erosion, 
others  do  not.   On  lands  remaining  under  BLM  administration  proper 
management  techniques  can  be  applied,  while  on  lands  converted  to  private 
ownership  this  control  is  lost.  We  feel  that  the  multiple  use  directives  of 
43  USC  1712(c)(1)  and  (4);  and  43  USC  1702(c)  are  being  met. 

Response  114.16  -  Sediment  loads  in  the  Bruneau  River  and  Sheep  Creek 
drainage  have  not  been  related  to  various  allotment  grazing  practices  in 
these  drainages.  Nor  has  a  determination  been  made  of  how  much  of  the 
Bruneau  River's  sediment  originates  in  Nevada  vs.  Idaho  or,  how  much 
sediment  has  resulted  from  natural  vs.  accelerated  erosion. 

Statements  in  Chapter  3  indicating  that  soil  erosion  is  generally 
stable,  are  based  on  an  analysis  of  the  amount  of  vegetative  cover  that 
occurs  on  high  erosion  hazard  areas.  Impacts  of  livestock  grazing  on  soil 
erosion  are  based1 on  an  evaluation  of  anticipated  livestock  concentrations 
in  relation  to  slope  and  topography.  Impacts  of  agricultural  development  on 
soil  erosion  is  based  on  a  report  of  the  soil  conservation  service.  A 
literature  citation  has  been  added  for  this  source. 

Response  114.17  -  No  areas  containing  the  salt  desert  shrub  ecosystem 
are  currently  in  the  Wilderness  Preservation  System.   However,  the  Big  Jacks 
Creek  WSA  (#111-7C)  contains  approximately  1,000  acres  of  this  ecotype. 
This  data  will  be  included  in  the  final  wilderness  EIS  which  will  be 
published  separately  from  this  RMP/EIS. 

Response  114.18  -  See  response  41.1. 

Response  114.19  -  We  do  not  feel  that  these  projects  will  be  visible. 
They  are  low  profile  projects  and  would  be  substantially  unnoticeable  except 
that  vegetation  change  could  produce  visual  contrast.   This  contrast  is 
already  found  in  nature  due  to  lightning  fires.  Wilderness  management 
policy  doesn't  allow  creation  of  buffer  zones  to  protect  lands  adjacent  to 
wilderness  areas  from  development. 
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Response  114.20  -  Concern  No.  16  of  your  December  22,  1983  letter 
addressed  concern  with  the  boundaries  of  MUAs  10,  11  and  12.  We  do  not 
agree  with  your  statement  that  alternative  boundaries  are  necessary  if 
Congress  does  not  designate  the  Bruneau  and  Jarbidge  WSAs  as  wilderness  or 
only  designates  a  rim-to-rim  wilderness.  Without  wilderness  designation, 
the  general  management  of  the  areas  would  be  similar.   The  management 
objectives  and  proposals  identified  for  each  one  would  be  sufficient  to 
guide  resource  management  within  the  area. 

Response  114.21  -  It  is  difficult  to  predict  which  areas  will  become  elk 
habitat  on  public  land  administered  by  BLM  in  the  southern  portion  of  the 
resource  area.  Weather  severity  will  dictate  how  many  elk  move  north  to 
winter.   They  will  likely  winter  in  the  dominant  big  sagebrush  community. 
Potential  habitat  exists  in  MUA  15  and  16  and  the  southern  portions  of  MUAs 
10,  11  and  12. 

Response  114.22  -  These  USC  sections  do  not  indicate  what  level  of 
forage  allocations  or  other  land  use  allocations  should  occur  on  a  specific 
piece  of  land.  We  feel  that  our  allocations  are  fully  within  the  provisions 
of  these  sections. 

Response  114.23  -  An  appendix  section  has  been  added  to  provide  the 
methodology  used  in  calculating  competitive  AUM  allocations  for  wildlife. 
These  allocations  (even  though  they  seem  low  in  comparison  to  livestock) 
provide  all  the  forage  requirements  for  the  current  and  projected  population 
goals.  The  forage  allocation  is  not  constraining  population  numbers. 
Population  numbers  and  future  population  goals  were  determined  first  and 
then  sufficient  forage  was  provided  to  meet  their  needs.   It  is  not  possible 
to  provide  meaningful  "Wildlife  Unit  Months"  of  forage.  Because  of  the 
different  dietary  preference  between  specific  wildlife  species,  forage  would 
have  to  be  expressed  individually  for  each  species.  Totaling  of  forage  for 
individual  species  would  not  provide  the  total  forage  available  for  all 
wildlife  because  of  dietary  overlap.   See  Appendix  G. 

Response  114.24  -  The  increase  in  grazing  is  largely  tied  to  existing 
crested  wheatgrass  seedings  that  are  underutilized  due  to  lack  of  water. 
Pipelines  and  troughs  will  bring  water  to  these  areas  allowing  increases  in 
grazing  use.  Such  seedings  produce  little  mammal  or  avian  species  diversity 
or  production,  thus  they  are  currently  poor  quality  hunting  habitat  for 
raptors. 

Response  114.25  -  Acres  of  habitat  to  be  improved  principally  for 
wildlife  is  shown  in  Table  G-l  in  Appendix  G.   In  addition  to  these  acres 
approximately  300,000  acres  of  range  in  poor  condition  will  be  treated  under 
multiple  use  principles  with  management  measures  incorporated  to  benefit 
wildlife  species. 

Response  114.26  -  Alfalfa  is  currently  being  used  in  many  of  our  current 
reseeding  projects.  Alfalfa  will  continue  to  be  used  in  our  seed  mixtures 
for  these  areas. 

Response  114.27  -  See  responses  74.5  and  107.3. 

Response  114.28  -  See  response  51.1. 
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Response  114.29  -  See  response  42.1. 

Response  114.30  -  See  responses  33.1,  42.1,  51.1,  74.5,  102.2  and  107.3. 

Response  116.1  -  We  feel  that  the  majority  of  the  erosion  is  accelerated 
erosion  resulting  from  the  mentioned  practices.  A  study  by  the  USGS  (1984), 
indicated  that  increased  spring  flow  and  seepage  was  the  result  of  adjacent 
farming  and  irrigation  practices.  We  intend  to  monitor  spring  flow  and 
water  seepage  in  the  area.   The  special  management  requirements  have  been 
modified  to  address  accelerated  erosion.  We  cannot  effectively  control 
natural  erosion  that  is  occurring. 

Response  123.1  -  The  July,  1980,  summary  report  outlined  76,310  acres  to 
be  disposed  of  contingent  on  the  availability  of  water.   It  did  not  identify 
specific  areas  of  ^.and  to  be  disposed  of.   It  was  never  our  intention  to 
dispose  of  the  Wild  Horse  Herd  Area  and  its  boundary  was  shown  in  the  EIS. 
The  58,310  acres  to  be  retained  for  wildlife  leave  areas  and  other  resource 
uses  would  come  out  of  the  176,310  acres  for  disposal  and  is  not  a  limit  on 
the  number  of  acres  BLM  may  retain. 

Response  123.2  -  See  response  82.2. 

Response  125.1  -  The  goal  statement  in  the  plan  has  been  modified. 

Response  125.2  -  The  proposed  resource  management  plan  has  proposed 
Special  Recreation  Management  Areas  (SRMAs)  for  those  areas  which  SCORP 
identified  as  needing  additional  camp  sites.   As  SRMA  plans  are  developed, 
specific  campsites  will  be  addressed  to  correspond  with  the  State  identified 
need. 

Response  125.3  -  Specific  proposals  for  recreation  development  are  not 
included  in  RMPs.  The  RMP/EIS  does  identify  significant  areas  of  recreation 
use  and  potential  as  Special  Recreation  Management  Areas  (SRMAs).  Those 
SRMAs  will  receive  detailed  treatment  by  development  of  Recreation  Area 
Management  Plans  and  Recreation  Project  Plans.  These  area  and  site  specific 
plans  will  address  SCORP  identified  needs.  Additional  public  input  will  be 
sought  at  that  time. 

Response  125.4  -  It  is  our  opinion  that  most  recreational  use  occurs 
irrespective  of  the  ecological  condition.  Most  recreationists  are  attracted 
by  water,  scenery,  wildlife  viewing  and  hunting  opportunities,  or  other 
values;  not  an  areas'  ecological  condition.  Most  areas  where  grazing 
increases  will  occur,  or  land  will  be  transferred,  receive  little 
recreational  use.  Also,  land  disposals  would  cause  displacement  of  use, 
rather  than  elimination  of  it.  Although  hunting  opportunities  would  improve 
slightly  in  Alternative  D  over  Alternative  C,  we  do  not  feel  they  would  be 
of  significant  magnitude  to  change  recreation  use  levels. 

Response  126.1  -  The  map  and  AUM  figures  have  been  corrected. 

Response  126.2  -  Maintenance  provisions  have  been  addressed  in  all  MUAs. 

Response  126.3  -  With  the  collection  of  new  information  by  BLM,  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  and  Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife  it  became 
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obvious  that  pronghorn  population  estimates  in  the  5  year  species  management 
plan  for  units  46  and  47  were  eroneous.   The  new  population  estimates  are 
displayed  in  the  Jarbidge  RMP/EIS. 

The  364  bighorn  sheep  predicted  as  reasonable  numbers  are  for  the  year 
2005,  not  at  the  end  of  the  1985  species  management  planning  period. 

Response  126.4  -  The  59,234  acres  cited  on  Draft  page  3-11  is  existing 
bighorn  sheep  habitat.  The  80,994  acre  ACEC  bighorn  sheep  habitat  includes 
21,760  acres  of  potential  bighorn  sheep  habitat  on  the  West  and  East  Fork  of 
the  Bruneau  River  below  the  mouth  of  the  Jarbidge  River. 

Response  126.5  -  The  Owyhee  MFP  Decision  was  updated  on  3/23/83  to 
correspond  to  the  Bruneau  Land  Use.  The  wording  in  the  RMP  has  been 
modified  to  also  correspond  to  the  Bruneau  decision. 

Response  128.1  -  A  water  quality  section  has  been  added  to  the  aquatic 
section  of  Chapter  3  to  show  site  analysis  results  and  apparent  violations. 

Water  quality  monitoring  of  grazing  activities  has  been  added  to  the 
appendix.   Parameters  to  be  monitored  and  frequency  of  sampling  will  vary 
widely  with  the  different  activities  and  can  only  be  identified  at  the 
activity  planning  level. 

Response  129 . 1  -  Mule  deer  numbers  were  reversed  for  MUA's  15  and  16  in 
the  draft  RMP.  The  mistake  has  been  corrected. 

Response  130 . 1  -  Since  the  BLM  does  not  control  or  manage  wildlife 
populations  on  private  land,  determining  their  contribution  to  forage  needs 
is  outside  the  scope  of  this  plan/EIS. 

Response  130.2  -  See  response  70.22. 

Response  131.1  -  Current  resource  conditions  described  in  Chapter  3 
provide  the  basis  for  resource  management  objectives  and  proposed  management 
actions.  These  objectives  and  actions  vary  by  alternative  to  find  the  best 
possible  mix  in  resolving  resource  conflicts. 

Response  131.2  -  These  guidelines  provide  overall  program  direction  and 
management  restraints  and  restrictions  for  various  resource  programs.  As 
activity  plans  and  individual  projects  are  developed,  a  site  specific 
determination  of  appropriate  management  actions  and  design  specifications 
will  be  completed.   The  RMP  level  of  planning  is  not  intended  to  provide 
these  site  specific  determinations. 

Response  131.3  -  See  responses  33.1,  74.5,  102.2  and  107.3. 

Response  131.4  -  The  plan  portion  of  the  RMP  describes  by  MUA  the 
objectives  for  each  area  and  the  management  action  that  would  be  implemented 
to  achieve  these  objectives.  The  resource  management  guidelines  provide 
further  guidance  and  constraints  on  how  specific  programs  or  projects  would 
be  developed.  The  rationale  for  the  selection  of  the  preferred  plan  is  also 
included  in  the  plan  portion  of  the  document. 
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Response  131.5  -  Impacts  of  the  program  are  described  throughout  Chapter 
4  of  the  EIS.   Impacts  are  generally  stated  as  long  term  (20  years)  because 
short  term  impacts  of  the  proposals  were  insignificant.  A  cumulative 
summary  of  impacts  is  displayed  on  Table  2-5. 

Response  131.6  -  Program  implementation  costs  that  can  be  quantified 
have  been  included  in  the  economic  section  of  Chapter  4.  Also  see  responses 
33.1  and  42.1.  The  proposed  livestock  grazing  program  would  provide 
benefits  to  various  resources,  including  vegetative  condition,  wildlife,  and 
riparian  and  aquatic  habitat.  The  proposed  grazing  program  would  also 
benefit  local  livestock  permittees  as  well  as  the  general  public.  These 
benefits  are  documented  in  Chapter  4. 

Response  131.7  -  The  range  section  in  Chapter  4  identifies  the  changes 
in  range  condition  and  the  reason  little  change  is  expected  unless  the 
sagebrush  canopy  cover  is  reduced. 

Response  131.8  -  The  range  section  of  Chapter  4  and  Appendix  Table  F-l 
identify  the  source  or  reasons  for  changes  in  vegetative  production.   The 
economics  section  of  Chapter  4  identifies  the  costs  of  range  improvement 
projects.  By  designing  grazing  systems  and  land  treatment  projects  with 
provisions  to  also  improve  watershed  conditions  and  wildlife  habitat  we  feel 
that  other  publics  besides  the  livestock  operators  receive  benefits  from  the 
range  improvement  projects. 

Response  131.9  -  The  proposed  range  improvement  program  is  designed 
primarily  to  improve  vegetation,  watershed  and  wildlife  habitat  conditions, 
not  to  increase  livestock  grazing  levels.   Increased  livestock  use  levels 
are  allowed  because  the  range  improvements  increase  forage  production  and 
livestock  use  of  this  increased  production  does  not  adversely  impact  the 
wildlife,  watershed  or  vegetative  resources.   The  rationale  for  the 
selection  of  the  preferred  alternative  has  been  expanded  to  indicate  this. 

Response  131.10  -  An  alternative  of  shifting  livestock  use  between  areas 
to  use  excess  forage  was  considered  but  was  not  developed  in  the  RMP.  The 
current  grazing  regulations  (43  CFR  4110.3-1)  provide  a  priority  for 
allocating  forage  in  excess  of  grazing  preferences.  This  priority  would 
provide  forage  to  permittees  who  had  contributed  to  the  forage  development 
or  who  were  currently  licensed  within  an  allotment  before  forage  would  be 
allocated  to  permittees  outside  of  the  allotment.  We  feel  that  these 
provisions  would  preclude  the  shifting  of  significant  levels  of  livestock 
use  between  allotments  or  multiple  use  areas. 

Response  131.11  -  The  goal  statement  for  the  RMP  has  been  modified. 

Response  131.12  -  Changes  in  surface  water  yield,  time  of  release, 
infiltration  rates  and  runoff  resulting  from  implementation  of  the  RMP  are 
expected  to  be  slight  and  are  considered  insignificant  on  upland  watersheds. 

Very  little  is  known  about  subsurface  flows  and  aquifer  recharge  in  the 
area.  Groundwater  is  expected  to  be  a  minor  source  of  water  for  irrigation 
of  cropland,  but  pumping  may  result  in  water  table  decline. 
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Response  131.13  -  Population  goals  In  the  RMP  do  not  correspond  with 
Idaho  Fish  and  Game  5  year  population  goals  published  in  their  plans.   The 
numbers  represent  population  goals  for  a  20  year  time  frame.   These  numbers 
were  developed  in  consultation  with  Fish  and  Game.   The  achievement  of  such 
goals  for  each  alternative  are  shown  on  Table  2-5. 

Response  131.14  -  See  response  17.2. 

Response  131.15  -  See  responses  33.1,  74.5,  102.2  and  107.3. 

Response  131.16  -  Little  improvement  in  vegetative  condition  classes, 
without  land  treatment,  was  predicted  because  of  the  lack  of  understory 
grass  and  forb  species,  the  high  density  of  sagebrush  and  the  low  site 
potential  of  many  areas.   Even  without  livestock  grazing  (Alternative  D^) 
little  additional  improvement  is  predicted.   The  proposed  RMP  has  been 
modified  to  include  additional  multiple  use  treatment  of  poor  condition 
sites  to  improve  resource  conditions. 

Response  131.17  -  The  discussion  of  the  MIC  process  was  mistakenly  left 
out  of  the  draft.   It  has  been  included  in  Appendix  F. 

Response  131.18  -  Trend  is  defined  as  a  change  in  ecological  condition 
over  time  of  the  vegetation  occupying  a  particular  ecological  site.   The 
trend  may  be  toward  or  away  from  the  potential  natural  vegetation.   The 
ecological  condition  figures  which  are  cited  are  the  result  of  120  years  of 
various  influences  upon  the  vegetation  of  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area.   They 
show  where  the  vegetation  is  at  this  point  in  time,  not  necessarily  where  it 
is  headed. 

Response  131 . 19  -  A  short  duration-high  intensity  grazing  system  does 
not  mean  the  "Savory  System"  of  livestock  management.  A  short  duration-high 
intensity  system  may  be  used  on  seedings  or  other  areas  that  have  special 
management  requirements.   If  properly  designed,  this  system  can  be  very 
effective  in  achieving  vegetative  objectives. 

Response  131.20  -  The  impacts  of  this  alternative  were  fully  explored. 
Some  activities  did  not  predict  any  differences  over  those  that  were 
identified  in  Alternative  D.   Differences  in  impacts  that  were  identified 
are  included  in  the  impact  discussion  for  Alternative  D]_. 

Response  132.1  -  These  MUA  descriptions  have  been  expanded  to  include 
non-game  wildlife. 

Response  132.2  -  We  feel  that  sage  grouse  will  benefit  from  improvements 
in  ecological  condition  and  resultant  greater  abundance  of  understory  forbs 
and  incorporation  of  sage  grouse  habitat  needs  in  range  improvement  projects. 

Response  132.3  -  Utilization  on  important  shrubs  such  as  bitterbrush 
will  be  monitored  using  a  modified  Cole  browse  transect. 

Response  132.4  -  Currently,  the  short  grass  habitat  utilized  by  curlew 
is  self  perpetuating  (i.e.,  cheatgrass).  The  goal  will  be  to  prevent 
conversions  to  a  taller  habitat  type  which  would  be  unsuitable  for  curlew 
nesting. 
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Response  132.5  -  The  impacts  were  based  on  the  location  of  agricultural 
areas  identified  for  transfer.  We  feel  the  impact  assessment  is  accurate. 

Response  132.6  -  Project  design  features  are  included  in  the  Habitat 
Guidelines  for  each  species  (Resource  Management  Guideline  Section). 

Response  132.7  -  It  is  our  intent  to  reduce  the  sagebrush  cover  in 
seeded  areas  after  reinvasion  reaches  a  certain  point.   Therefore,  the  value 
of  seeded  areas  will  fluctuate  depending  on  sagebrush  densities.   It  is  not 
possible  to  quantify  this  in  the  goals  and  objectives. 

Response  134 . 1  -  The  State  Parks  and  Recreation  Board  rescinded  their 
previous  action  of  supporting  the  location  of  the  PP&L  500  KV  line  just 
south  of  the  Bruneau  Dunes  State  Park  on  November  2,  1977.  This  action  also 
included  their  preference  to  support  the  location  of  the  500  KV  power  line 
through  the  existing  corridor  shown  on  Alternative  #1  in  the  Final 
Environmental  Statement,  Pacific  Power  and  Light  Company  Proposed  500  KV 
Powerline,  Midpoint,  Idaho  -  Medford,  Oregon,  Vol  I.,  August  15,  1977.   The 
State  Parks  and  Recreation  Departments  concerns  about  the  original  proposed 
route  is  covered  in  their  letter  of  October  15,  1976  and  is  identified  as 
public  response  #73  in  Vol.  II  of  the  Final  EIS. 

Because  the  state  does  not  consider  this  a  viable  alternative  and 
because  they  wish  to  protect  the  visual  quality  of  the  Bruneau  Sand  Dune 
area,  we  are  identifying  this  area  as  a  utility  avoidance  area. 

Response  136.1  -  Although  there  are  some  impacts  to  the  cattle  operators 
directly  impacted  by  agricultural  development,  livestock  income  and 
employment  increases  in  the  area  under  consideration  in  this  RMP/EIS  in 
Alternatives  B  and  C  (the  high  Ag.  Development  Alternatives)  and  decreases 
in  Alternatives  D  and  D]^  (the  low  Ag.  Development  Alternatives).   It  is 
apparent  from  this  that  although  agricultural  development  is  a  factor,  it  is 
not  the  primary  factor  in  determining  overall  livestock  income  and 
employment  levels. 

Response  136.2  -  The  effects  of  further  irrigation  to  existing  users 
will  be  determined  by  the  Idaho  Department  of  Water  Resources.   The  proposed 
disposal  of  agricultural  lands  in  the  RMP  is  in  keeping  with  the  State  of 
Idaho's  Water  Plan  and  is  contingent  on  their  resolving  the  water 
conflicts.  The  Idaho  Legislation  is  currently  reviewing  a  bill  to  change 
the  minimum  stream  flow  to  3,900  cfs  to  allow  additional  water  for 
development.  Your  comments  or  objections  would  be  appropriate  there. 

Response  136.3  -  The  economic  impacts  associated  with  power  uses  and 
losses  due  to  irrigation  were  based  on  the  report  by  Hamilton  and  Lyman 
(1984)  for  the  Interim  Swan  Falls  Legislative  Committee. 

Response  136.4  -  Jim  Ruff,  Northwest  Power  Planning  Council,  was 
contacted  and  he  indicated  that  proposed  water  use  would  not  have  an  impact 
on  the  April-June  water  budget  described  in  the  Columbia  River  Basin  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Program. 

Response  139.1  -  Military  Operating  Area  R-3202  "C"  is  not  specifically 
mentioned  because  it  is  not  a  part  of  the  withdrawal  for  the  Saylor  Creek 
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Bombing  Range.   Since  we  have  no  current  proposals  and  foresee  none  within 
the  scope  of  this  plan,  we  have  determined  that  it  is  unnecessary  to 
specifically  mention  the  airspace  near  the  range.  You  will  be  notified  of 
any  proposed  amendments  or  adjustments  to  this  plan  in  your  area  of  concern, 
and  you  will  be  allowed  to  comment  at  that  time. 


ORAL  TESTIMONY 


Gerald  Tews: 

Comment  T-4.1  -  "Also,  the  permit  value  is  addressed  in  there,  and  it 
has  no  place  in  this  document  for  statements  like  that  the  way  we  feel." 

Response  T-4.1  -  See  response  29.15. 

Brent  Knapp: 

Comment  T-6 . 1  -  "And  I  wondered  who  pays  the  economic  cost  of 
sedimentation  and  reservoirs?  The  RMP  document  doesn't  seem  to  really 
address,  at  least,  I  didn't  see  anything  in  it,  the  cost  of  having  all  that 
sedimentation  filling  in  the  reservoirs,  reducing  the  life  of  the  reservoir, 
I  wonder  if  this  will  result  in  cost  to  utility  ratepayers  eventually, 
things  like  that.  There  must  be  some  costs,  economic  costs,  associated  with 
reducing  the  life  of  the  reservoir.   I  think  that  should  be  addressed  in  the 
RMP." 

Response  T-6.1  -  These  costs  are  not  quantifiable  and  are  not  included 
in  the  EIS .   Intangible  costs  such  as  these,  however,  are  considered  in  the 
decision  making  process. 

Comment  T-6. 2  -  "In  the  case  of  the  cost  of  management,  it  does  seem  to 
me  that  the  cost  of  things  like  money  that  is  being  put  into  cattle,  for 
example,  pipelines  and  seedings,  things  like  that,  has  got  to  be  more  than 
what  is  being  put  into  management.  The  RMP  doesn't  state  a  specific  price 
tag  in  terms  of  what  the  cost  of  management  is,  but  I  would  think  it  would 
have  to  be  small  compared  to  what  is  going  into  cattle." 

Response  T-6. 2  -  The  Bureaus  budget  system  does  not  allow  us  to  identify 
the  budget  necessary  to  operate  various  programs  at  current  or  alternate 
levels. 

Randy  Morris: 

Comment  T-8 . 1  -  "CIHD  would  also  like  to  know  and  like  to  see  in  the 
final  document  alternative  sources  of  income,  including  wild  game  farming 
and  native  vegetation  harvesting  for  seed  sources,  and  other  desert 
ecosystems. 

The  Committee  for  Idaho's  High  Desert  is  very  disturbed  that  this 
document  does  not  go  into  alternative  sources  of  income  within  the  resource 
area." 
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Response  T-8.1  -  These  types  of  projects  are  not  considered  feasible  or 
likely  to  occur  within  the  20  year  timeframe  of  this  plan  and  are  therefore 
not  discussed. 

Comment  T-8.2  -  "The  Committee  for  Idaho's  High  Desert  would  like  to 
offer  a  fifth  alternative  which  could  be  incorporated  into  the  other 
alternatives  in  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Management  Plan  in  the  Environmental 
Impact  Statement:  We  would  like  to  see  resource  values  within  the  resource 
area  maximized;  in  other  words,  the  Committee  for  Idaho's  High  Desert  could 
support  development  in  areas  that  already  had  development." 

Response  T-8.2  -  Alternatives  that  maximized  specific  resource  uses  or 
values  were  considered.  However,  these  would  not  meet  the  multiple  use 
requirements  of  FLPMA  and  were  not  included  in  the  RMP.  The  alternatives 
addressed  do  however,  include  maximization  of  certain  uses  on  specific  areas. 

Duane  Ramseyer: 

Comment  T-12.1  -  "...  is  rim  to  rim  [Salmon  Falls  Creek]  the  actual 
area,  or  will  it  be  fenced  along  quarter  sections,  etc.?  Also,  how  do  the 
small  canyons,  Antelope  and  Cedar  Creek,  which  lead  into  Salmon  Falls 
Canyon,  go  along  with  the  rim  to  rim  concept." 

Response  T-12.1  -  The  actual  boundaries  of  a  rim-to-rim  area  will  be 
along  legal  subdivisions  (i.e.,  quarter  sections,  etc.)  as  close  to  the 
canyon  rim  as  feasible.  The  lower  positions  of  Antelope  and  Cedar  Creeks 
will  be  included  (exact  distance  as  yet  to  be  determined). 

Comment  T-12.2  -  "I'm  especially  interested  in  Multiple  Use  Area  Number 
13,  East  Devils.  It  is  the  area  of  spring  use  and  the  location  of  Antelope 
Spring  Ranch.  On  page  F-10  Appendix  table  F-4,  our  time  of  use  is  in  error. 
Under  your  preferred  Alternative  C,  you  arrived  at  the  forage  available 
evidently  by  merely  taking  a  five  year  average  use.   I  don't  think  much 
effort  was  made  in  determining  the  forage  level  in  this  use  area.  The  past 
five  years  use  doesn't  reflect  the  forage  available." 

Response  T-12.2  -  Table  F-4  has  been  corrected.  The  forage  inventory 
conducted  represents  the  best  available  data  regarding  forage  production. 
Before  any  adjustments  are  made  additional  monitoring  studies  will  be 
completed  to  verify  the  availability  of  forage. 

Comment  T-12.3  -  "There  is  a  statement  in  this  draft  EIS  that  there  is  a 
lack  of  use  data  upon  which  to  base  decisions.   I  challenge  that  statement 
in  our  area  of  use.  We  have  submitted  actual  use  statements  for  several 
years  consecutively.  Now  is  the  time  to  acknowledge  our  efforts,  not  in 
five  years. 

On  the  Multiple  Use  Area  Number  15,  Jarbidge  Foothills,  I'm  not  prepared 
to  discuss  the  whole  area,  merely  the  Ramseyer  use  of  the  area.  We  began 
use  in  the  area  in  1957.   In  1961  or  1962,  we  started  using  the  area  south 
and  west  of  Hammett  Spring.  The  first  time  that  I  saw  the  area,  it  was 
during  the  dust  bowl  period.  Today,  we  have  grass,  wonderful  grass 
everywhere,  enough  for  a  fire  a  year. 
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I  don't  see  any  credit  given  us  for  this  improvement,  which  was  made  not 
with  seeding  or  spraying,  but  with  tender  loving  care  and  grazing 
moderation.   Five  years  of  future  moderating  is  a  waste  of  time  here.  Your 
forage  use,  five  year  average,  certainly  doesn't  give  credit  to  that  area, 
which  we  have  dramatically  improved." 

Response  T-12.3  -  Although  the  actual  use  information  provides  an 
indication  of  the  amount  of  forage  harvested  from  the  area,  we  lack  trend 
data  which  would  indicate  the  vegetation  response. 

Comment  T-12.4  -  "I'd  like  to  discuss  the  Map  3-2  'Ecological 
Condition' .   In  my  particular  area  of  use,  Cedar  Butte  Unit,  there  is  shown 
a  large  area  under  fair  or  poor  condition.  Let  me  give  your  definition  of 
Ecological  Condition  as  given  in  the  glossary:   'it  is  the  present  state  of 
the  vegetation  on  a  range  site  in  relation  to  the  climax,  the  natural 
potential,  plant  community  for  that  site'. 

I  dare  say  that  90  percent  of  the  people  who  look  at  this  map  will  say, 
Look  at  that,  this  rancher  has  grazed  the  area  bare,  like  a  floor,  he's 
raped  our  land  again!  And  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  has  the  gall  to 
want  to  spend  money  to  improve  the  area.   I  think  your  terminology  needs  a 
better  interpretation." 

Response  T-12.4  -  The  percentage  classes  for  determining  ecological 
condition  has  been  added  to  the  glossary.   If  the  Bureau  adopts  the  new 
terminology  developed  by  the  Range land  Inventory  Standardization  Committee, 
much  of  the  confusion  should  be  eliminated. 

Comment  T-12.5  -  "I  would  like  to  make  a  few  comments  for  the  record 
concerning  the  possible  introduction  of  mountain  sheep  in  the  Salmon  Falls 
Canyon.  Antelope  Spring  Ranch  is  less  than  a  mile  from  the  canyon,  and  I 
run  water  down  a  ditch  to  two  reservoirs,  each  of  which  is  less  than  a  mile 
from  the  canyon.   Does  this  mean  that  the  water  or  ranch  will  have  to  be 
moved  outside  the  mile  limit  area  of  the  sheep  habitat?" 

Response  T-12.5  -  The  Salmon  Falls  Canyon  has  been  dropped  from 
consideration  for  bighorn  sheep  use  during  this  planning  period. 

Bob  Barton 

Comment  T-18.1  -  "There's  several  evidences  of  a  poor  survey.  Your 
definition  of  categorization  of  range  lands  that  we  went  through  sometime 
ago  where  you  categorize  ranges  as  M,  I,  or  C  category.   The  M  category 
requires  in  the  definition  that  the  range,  before  It  is  placed  in  that 
category,  was  in  good  or  fair  condition. 

What  comes  out  in  this  plan  —  we've  got  a  whole  lot  of  allotments 
categorized  as  M  that  are  now  listed  in  poor  condition.   So  whoever  did  the 
categorization  didn't  know  either  and  that  the  ranchers  didn't  know  what 
they  were  saying  or  else  the  inventory  is  in  error." 

Response  T-18.1  -  See  response  81.8. 
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Comment  T-18.2  -  "...  a  good  reliable  source  has  told  us,  that  the 
dominant  vegetation  type  above  about  5500  feet  in  this  area  [Jarbidge 
Foothills]  is  mountain  big  sage.   Your  vegetative  map  doesn't  list  mountain 
big  sage  in  that  area  at  all  in  the  plan." 

Response  T-18.2  -  See  response  81.7. 

Comment  T-18.3  -  "Your  policy  of  once  a  burn  always  a  burn,  I  don't  feel 
is  a  valid  policy.  Once  a  burned  area  takes  on  the  characteristics  of 
permanent  vegetative  type,  that  is  to  say  toward  plants  that  dominate  for 
that  range  type,  it  should  be  condition  mapped  I  feel." 

Response  T-18.3  -  See  response  81.4. 

Comment  T-18.4  -  "I  also  take  exception  to  statements  in  the  plan  that 
the  potential  for  the  native  range  in  this  area  is  not  to  be  able  to 
improve.  You  make  the  statement  that  only  29  hundred  and  50  acres  of  poor 
condition  range  has  the  potential  to  improve  under  management. 

We  have  a  prime  example  in  Multiple  Use  Area  16.  We  fenced  off  an 
allotment  about  eight  years  ago  that  area  was  pretty  much  homogenous  I  think 
in  condition  at  the  time.  We  fenced  off  an  allotment  on  the  west  side  of 
the  area  and  within  eight  years,  your  condition  map  shows  that  fence  line  as 
a  differentiation  between  poor  and  good  and  fair  range  in  just  eight  years. 
So  I  think  you  need  to  take  a  good  look  at  your  figures.   I  think  a  lot  of 
the  range  has  the  capacity  to  improve  just  under  grazing  management  a  lot 
more  than  29  hundred  and  50  acres." 

Response  T-18.4  -  We  feel  that  most  of  the  land  in  this  area  will 
improve  over  20  years.  However,  without  the  reduction  of  sagebrush  we  feel 
that  most  of  it  would  remain  in  the  same  condition  category. 

Comment  T-18.5  -  "You  don't  give  any  credit  to  the  wildlife  habitat  on 
private  lands.  We've  got  a  good  percentage  of  the  water-related  land  in 
that  country  the  wildlife  depend  on  that  is  privately  owned.  Your  increase 
in  wildlife  numbers  do  not  address  the  importance  of  the  private  land 
habitat." 

Response  T-18.5  -  We  recognize  the  importance  of  private  lands  to 
wildlife  populations,  however,  the  scope  of  this  RMP  deals  only  with  the 
management  of  public  lands  and  not  the  management  of  private  lands. 

Comment  T-18.6  -  "I  would  like  to  just  read  you  one  quote,  received  just 
sometime  ago,  that  Allan  Sands  made  relative  to  the  incompatibility  of 
bighorn  sheep  and  livestock  for  the  record. 

He  says,  speaking  at  a  Grazing  Advisory  Board  Meeting,  It  has  been  noted 
in  a  number  of  research  studies  that  bighorns  seem  to  want  —  that  are 
occupied  by  cattle,  there  seems  to  be  some  sort  of  displacement,  some  sort 
of  social  behavior  mechanism  that  appears  to  be  operating.  Now  there  really 
hasn't,  you  know,  to  be  perfectly  honest  with  you,  many  researchers  have 
noticed  this  relationship,  but  really  no  one  has  ever  investigated  it 
precisely. 
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We  are  saying  let's  get  some  studies  going.  Let's  know  what  we're 
talking  about  before  we  have  you  people  telling  us  on  an  area  as  critical  as 
our  operation  that  the  cattle  and  bighorn  sheep  are  not  compatible  and  that 
we  have  to  maintain  a  separation  of  use  for  them  to  be  satisfactory." 

Response  T-18.6  -  There  has  not  been  any  definitive  studies  in  habitat 
similar  to  that  in  the  southwest  Idaho  bighorn  sheep  areas.  The  Department 
of  Fish  and  Game  has  started  a  comprehensive  research  project  on  California 
bighorn  sheep  in  Owyhee  County.   The  BLM  is  contributing  to  this  effort, 
specifically  to  determine  the  relationship  between  bighorns  and  cattle. 

Comment  T-18.7  -  "I  would  suggest  you  take  a  look  at  the  multiple  use 
area  boundaries  and  see  if  you  couldn't  consolidate  them.  And  if  nothing 
more,  I  would  suggest  going  back  to  your  planning  areas  that  you  had 
initially  and  using  overlays  or  something  to  do  your  planning  within  these 
planning  areas.   I  think  16  multiple  use  areas  in  this  area  is  way  too  many." 

Response  T-18.7  -  We  feel  that  we  are  too  late  in  the  planning  process 
to  consolidate  MUAs  because  of  the  time  involved  and  cost  to  do  so.  We  feel 
that  the  objectives  and  management  actions  identified  by  MUA  will  provide 
adequate  management  direction. 

Comment  T-18.8  -  "When  your  management  prescription  describes  it  [MUA 
16],  there's  not  one  mention  made  of  the  importance  of  livestock  grazing 
there:  how  many  permittees;  how  many  allotments;  how  many  AUM's. 

All  the  other  multiple  use  areas  you  address  that.  That  one  you  don't." 

Response  T-18.8  -  The  MUA  description  identifies  that  the  area  contains 
3  allotments  grazed  by  6  users.   Forage  use  levels  are  described  in  the 
management  actions  for  the  MUA. 

Comment  T-18.9  -  "The  western  boundary  of  the  proposed  wilderness  area 
is  all  sections,  mines  or  roads  with  no  topographic  barriers  to  make 
management  easy.   I  think  you're  required  to  in  addressing  this  or  studying 
this  as  wilderness,  to  assess  the  impacts  on  other  resource  values  as  it 
outlines  in  page  J-3.  You  also  mention  on  J-19  that  livestock  grazing  is 
adversely  affected  in  wilderness.  I  think  those  two  items  have  got  to  be 
looked  at . " 

Response  T-18.9  -  These  impacts  are  included  in  the  impact  assessment  of 
this  RMP.   In  some  cases,  the  impacts  of  wilderness  are  included  with 
impacts  of  other  resources.  A  separate  final  Wilderness  EIS  will  be 
prepared  which  will  separate  out  any  impacts  as  a  result  of  wilderness  or 
nonwilderness  designation. 

Comment  T-18.10  -  "Just  in  closing,  I  would  like  to  make  one  other 
comment  relative  to  the  riparian  sites  and  your  proposals  for  riparian 
areas.   Granted  there  are  some  areas  that  are  impacted  by  livestock  in 
riparian  areas  because  of  the  water  source.   I  think  you  should  investigate 
the  possibility  of  additional  water  improvements  on  the  plateaus  adjacent  to 
some  of  these  riparian  areas,  and  maybe  we  can  eliminate  the  conflict 
without  71  miles  of  fence  just  by  additional  water  improvements." 
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Response  T-18.10  -  See  response  29.10. 
Maurice  Guerry 


Comment  T-19.1  -  "One  ommittence  from  the  draft  that  I  would  like  to 
speak  to  is  an  effective  animal  damage  control  program.  More  specifically 
coyote  control." 

Response  T-19.1  -  See  response  111.5. 

Comment  T-19.2  -  "As  regards  fencing,  I  feel  that,  rather  than 
generalize  on  fencing,  recognizing  that  the  handbook  gives  detailed 
information  as  to  how  fencing  should  be  constructed  for  wildlife  needs  as 
well  as  other  needs.   I  think  in  recognition  of  the  sheep  use  that  exists  in 
the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area,  that  we  need  to  be  more  site  specific  as  regards 
the  design  of  the  fences." 

Response  T-19.2  -  BLM  manual  1737  provides  detailed  specifications  for 
fencing,  including  sheep  type  fences.  A  determination  of  specific 
specifications  for  fencing  will  be  made  at  the  activity  plan  level  and  not 
in  this  RMP. 

Elaine  Martin 

Comment  T-24.1  -  "We  do  have  one  problem  coming  from  the  Twin  Falls 
Canal  Company,  and  that  is  the  crossing  of  the  Salmon  Falls  natural  area. 
In  order  to  have  a  natural  flow  right  and  a  gravity  flow  right  without 
pumping,  we  do  need  to  come  across  the  natural  area  at  one  point. 

Now,  we  are  somewhat  open  to  where  that  point  is.   In  other  words,  we 
will  be  totally  willing  to  work  with  you  on  an  area  of  least  impact.  Now, 
that's  not  on  your  map,  because  we  are  willing  —  you  know,  we  didn't  bother 
to  put  it  on;  but  we  would  like  to  come  across  that  natural  area  in  order  to 
have  gravity  flow  down  to  the  system." 

Response  T-24.'l  -  See  response  82.2. 

Comment  T-24.2  -  "All  right,  the  yellow  area  marked  on  both  your  map  and 
the  map  on  the  wall  is  lands  of  the  Dove  Springs  Project  within  your  horse 
herd  area.  Now,  the  Dove  Springs  Project  was  over  30,000  acres,  originally. 
In  order  to  try  to  negotiate  a  reasonable  settlement  with  you  guys  in  order 
to  leave  enough  for  the  horses  and  yet  still  leave  enough  for  us,  we  feel  we 
must  have  that  yellow  area  for  the  Dove  Springs  Project.  ... 

...  I  think  that  the  benefits  of  this  project  are  much  higher  than  the 
average  project  because  of  the  storage  capability,  the  gravity  flow 
situation,  the  fact  that  we  are  willing  to  work  —  if  that  yellow  area  has 
to  be  fenced,  we  are  willing  to  fence  it.  If  the  yellow  area  has  to  have 
cattle  guards  to  make  sure  that  the  cattle  and  horses  don't  come  in  it,  we 
are  willing  to  do  that.  If  it  takes  special  watering  considerations  for  the 
horses,  we  are  willing  to  help  provide  those  at  our  cost. 

Also  on  the  winter  range  for  the  horses,  one  section  of  properly  seeded 
winter  range  to  the  west  of  our  canal,  across  from  the  project  itself,  would 
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adequately  feed  the  entire  50  head  of  stock  there.  We  are  willing  to 
provide  that  water  and  that  seeding  capability  in  exchange  for  that  5000 
acres  of  ground  that  can  make  the  entire  project  capable  here." 

Response  T-24.2  -  See  response  82.1. 

Gary  St owe 11 

Comment  T-25.1  -  "The  main  thing  that  we  find  hard  to  live  with  in  this 
is  areas  of  critical  concern  for  the  bighorn  sheep. 

I'd  like  to  refer  to  map  2-3.  We  live  in  Nevada.  And  as  I  understand 
it,  the  area  for  these  sheep  is  rim-to-rim  on  the  Bruneau  River;  and  this 
map  will  show  you  that  the  area  comes  up  and  includes  our  property  and  our 
residence.  Am  I  correct?" 

Response  T-25.1  -  The  private  land  itself  would  not  be  part  of  the 
ACEC.   The  surrounding  BLM  land  would  be  managed  as  an  ACEC. 

Mike  Guerry 

Comment  T-28.1  -  "...  it  is  stated  that  the  wildlife  populations  would 
increase  to  a  point  where  they  would  use  a  total  of  3877  competitive  AUMs. 

However,  when  you  total  the  AUMs  set  aside  in  the  multiple  use  areas  for 
wildlife,  the  total  comes  to  3649  AUMs  without  including  the  wild  horses  in 
area  7;  or  4249  AUMs  including  the  horses." 

Response  T-28.1  -  The  text  has  been  corrected. 

Comment  T-28.2  -  "...  in  several  areas  of  the  draft,  very  ambiguous, 
open-ended  statements  are  used,  leaving  the  draft  open  to  criticism  from 
many  sources,  due  to  the  difficulty  of  determining  how  the  statements  will 
be  interpreted. 

For  an  example,  on  page  one  of  the  draft  resource  management  plan,  the 
following  statement  appears,  and  I  quote:   'The  basic  purpose  of  this  plan 
is  to  insure  that  the  public  lands  will  be  managed  in  accordance  with  the 
Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976  under  the  principles  of  the 
multiple  use  and  sustained  yield,  and  other  principles  as  outlined  in  the 
BLM  planning  regulations.'   In  this  instance,  this  'other  principles' 
statement  is  extremely  ambiguous  and  leaves  us  not  knowing  how  or  why  they 
will  be  applied." 

Response  T-28.2  -  See  response  70.1. 

Comment  T-28.33  -  "...  specific  statements  as  to  amounts  of  burning, 
seeding  and  range  improvements  such  as  fencing,  pipelines,  water  storage, 
wells,  et  cetera,  I  feel  should  be  struck  from  the  draft  as  it  is  impossible 
to  determine  at  this  time  what  type  of  improvement,  range  manipulation  will 
be  required  over  the  next  20  years." 

Response  T-28.3  -  See  response  29.3. 
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Comment  T-28.4  -  "...  Initial  livestock,  stocking  rates,  I  feel  should  be 
determined  from  the  higher  of  the  actual  grazing  preference,  or  the 
five-year  average  actual  use;  and  then  the  allotment  re-monitored  for  five 
years  prior  to  any  changes  up  or  down." 

Response  T-28.4  -  See  response  70.17. 

Comment  T-28.5  -  "In  reference  to  the  proposed  introduction  of  elk  — 
And  once  again,  I  stress  the  "introduction"  versus  "reintroduction"  of  elk 
due  to  the  fact  that  I  question  that  one  man's  statement  as  to  having  seen 
elk  on  this  mountain  some  years  ago  versus  several  of  the  people  who  have 
been  here  for  many  years  not  being  able  to  ever  recall  seeing  them  here, 
doesn't  set  the  fact  in  concrete  that  there  ever  were  elk  in  this  country." 

Response  T-28.5,  -  See  response  70.22. 

Comment  T-28.6  -  "On  page,  I  guess,  vii,  under  the  summary  in  the 
beginning  of  the  environmental  impact  statement,  the  last  paragraph  under 
alternative  'C  —  and  there's  a  corresponding  paragraph  under  all  the 
others,  I  just  picked  'C  because  that  was  the  easiest  one:   'By  the  end  of 
the  20-year  period,  there  would  be  a  net  increase  of  3.3  million  in  income 
per  year,  and  a  net  increase  of  479  jobs  from  transfers  of  lands  in 
agricultural  development  and  increased  livestock  use  on  the  public  lands.' 

It's  my  opinion  that  a  statement  like  that  has  no  basis  in  a  draft  of 
this  nature." 

Response  T-28.6  -  It  is  recognized  that  there  is  a  great  deal  of 
uncertainty  associated  with  projections  of  any  kind.   However,  when  making 
land  use  plans  intended  to  stand  over  time,  such  projections  must  be  made  as 
an  aid  to  the  land  manager  in  picking  the  appropriate  course  of  action  to 
follow. 

Chet  Brackett 

Comment  T-29.1  -  "Much  of  the  habitat  the  bighorn  sheep  will  actually 
use  Is  bighorn  habitat  by  nature.   I  receives  little  livestock  use  at 
present.  No  matter  what's  done,  it  will  receive  little  livestock  use. 
While  there  is  little  data  at  this  time,  current  information  supports  the 
contention  that  livestock  and  bighorn  sheep  are  compatible  and  do  not  need 
artificial  controls  to  separate  them." 

Response  T-29.1  -  See  response  95.12. 

Comment  T-29.2  -  "...  the  bighorn  sheep  habitat  descriptions  and 
requirements,  they  are  not  the  same  as  what  they  are  in  other  areas.  Why  is 
this  different?" 

Response  T-29.2  -  See  response  126.5. 

Comment  T-29.3  -  "Also,  your  wildlife  figures  used  in  the  EIS  are 
supposed  to  represent  what  the  various  agencies  would  like  to  see.   If  this 
is  so,  why  don't  these  figures  correspond  with  what  the  Idaho  Fish  and  Game 
project  in  their  published  goals?" 
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Response  T-29.3  -  See  response  131.13. 

Comment  T-29.4  -  "One  other  area  that  disturbs  me  on  the  classification 
of  land  is  the  burns.   I  have  a  question.  When  does  a  burn  cease  to  be  a 
burn?" 

Response  T-29.4  -  See  response  81.4. 

Rolland  Patrick 

Comment  T-30.1  -  "The  northern  line  [MUA  15],  someone  else  mentioned,  is 
probably  wrong  in  the  EIS  book.  It  should  follow  the  highway  pretty  much 
all  the  way  through  the  area  because  of  the  lower  elevation,  lower  terrain 
through  the  country." 

Response  T-30.1  -  BLM  and  Fish  and  Game  records  indicate  that  the  lower 
boundary  of  the  deer  winter  range  is  considerably  north  of  the  highway  on 
many  years. 

Ben  Gnesa 

Comment  T-32.1  -  "One  of  the  things  that  hit  our  ranch  in  the  allotment 
summary  is  the  way  it's  classed,  and  it's  classed  in  the  "M"  category.  And 
you  look  at  the  ecological  condition,  and  it  is  in  poor  condition.  And  I 
think  if  that  range  is  in  poor  condition,  we  ought  to  take  that  allotment 
out  of  the  "M"  category,  put  it  in  the  "I"  category  and  make  some  provisions 
out  there,  or  seedings  or  something,  to  make  that  country  better,  if  we  was 
going  to  have  some  kind  of  formula  out  there  to  start  with." 

Response  T-32.1  -  See  response  81.8. 

Comment  T-32.2  -  "There  was  a  survey  done  on  our  ranch  in  the  70 's  that 
showed  the  range  as  being  in  fair  and  good  condition  by  the  SCS .   I  know 
that's  been  some  time  ago.   I  think  that  the  management  has  been  the  same  or 
a  little  bit  better  over  the  years,  and  it's  listed  as  in  poor  condition 
now;  so  I  don't  agree  with  your  listing  of  our  range." 

Response  T-32.2  -  The  inventories  may  show  different  results  because  of 
differences  in  procedures  used.  Monitoring  studies  will  be  completed  to 
more  accurately  determine  conditions  and  trends  on  the  allotment. 

Comment  T-32.3  -  "In  the  ecological  conditions,  I  see  a  few  things  that 
are  wrong  there.  You  don't  show  some  of  the  burns  that  are  out  there.  You 
show  some  seedings  where  there  are  no  seedings,  and  you  don't  show  some  of 
the  old  seedings  that  are  there." 

Response  T-32.3  -  The  map  shows  only  large  areas  that  are  seeded  or 
burned.  There  may  be  smaller  areas  that  exist  but  they  would  not  show  up 
well  considering  the  scale  of  the  maps.  Also,  if  a  burn  had  reinvaded  with 
native  grass  and  shrub  species  it  would  have  been  mapped  as  native  range. 
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Bert  B racket t 

Comment  T-33.1  -  "Surely,  the  traditional  administrative  units  could 
have  been  used  with  the  minimum  new  areas  identified  through  the  use  of 
overlays. 

If  you  still  feel  that  the  Jarbidge  foothills  unit  needs  to  be  a  new 
multiple  use  area,  I  would  hope  that  you  would  use  the  Jarbidge/Rogerson 
Highway  as  the  north  boundary.  That's  been  a  traditional  line,  it's  easily 
identifiable,  it's  a  natural  break. 

As  far  as  identifying  crucial  winter  area  north  of  that,  it  gets  pretty 
iffy.  The  so-called  crucial  winter  area  last  year  had  two  and  a  half  or 
three  foot  of  snow  on  it,  and  the  wildlife  moved  on  to  the  north.  Also, 
Fish  and  Game  uses  this  highway  to  separate  units  46  and  47." 

Response  T-33.1  -  New  units  were  defined  because  they  relate  to  resource 
conditions  and  management  objectives  better  than  the  old  units  do.  The 
boundary  for  MUA  15  was  identified  to  correspond  with  the  deer  winter  range 
for  most  winters.  The  highway  corresponds  with  wildlife  hunting  units,  not 
wildlife  habitat. 

Comment  T-33.2  -  "The  first  problem  that  became  apparent  was  the 
inadequacy  of  proposed  range  improvements.  That  includes  fences,  pipelines, 
reservoirs,  burns,  seedings." 

Response  T-33.2  -  See  response  70.7. 

Comment  T-33.3  -  "In  multiple  use  area  10,  livestock  grazing  all  but  got 
left  out.  Surely,  you  could  have  at  least  listed  the  number  of  grazing 
allotments  and  the  number  of  permittees  who  are  included  in  the  area,  as  you 
did  in  most  of  the  other  multiple  use  areas." 

Response  T-33.3  -  This  information  has  been  added. 

Comment  T-33.4  -  "As  far  as  private  land  in  the  Jarbidge  foothill  area, 
approximately  35  percent  of  the  land  is  private  ownership.  This  EIS  and  RMP 
basically  ignores  this  fact.  The  private  land  is  the  choicest  land.   It 
contains  and  controls  most  of  the  water  and  the  riparian  areas.   Little 
mention  is  made  of  the  importance  of  the  private  land  and  the  contributions 
these  lands  make  to  wildlife. 

Equally  important  in  this  analysis  and  the  failure  to  address  the 
private  lands  is  the  apparent  assumption  that  the  use  patterns  will  remain 
the  same  regardless  of  what  happens  on  the  BLM  lands.  As  more  restrictions 
for  grazing  are  placed  on  BLM  lands,  increased  demands  may  well  be  placed  on 
the  private  lands  in  order  to  maintain  economically  viable  livestock 
operations." 

Response  T-33.4  -  The  economic  analysis  quantified  to  the  extent 
possible  the  impacts  of  grazing  restrictions  on  livestock  operations. 
Because  of  the  unknown  factors  or  options  that  may  be  available  on  private 
land,  the  economic  viability  of  operations  could  not  be  determined.  Also 
see  response  T-17.4. 
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Comment  T-33.5  -  "As  far  as  the  riparian  areas,  I  would  hope  that  you 
would  first  try  some  management  in  the  form  of  grazing  systems,  other  water 
developments,  during  the  season  of  use;  then  if  a  problem  area  remains, 
consider  fencing  only  as  a  last  resort. 

As  an  example,  on  table  H-l,  the  only  recommended  action  for  Spring 
Creek  is  to  fence.   The  portion  of  Spring  Creek  immediately  upstream  is  on 
the  Humboldt  National  Forest,  and  it's  been  in  a  rest /rotation  grazing 
system  for  about  25  years.   It  looks  real  good,  and  I  would  be  glad  to  take 
any  of  you  with  any  experts  to  compare  the  areas  and  see  what  can  be  done 
with  management.   It's  wrong  to  only  propose  to  fence  the  livestock  off  as 
the  only  solution." 

Response  T-33.5  -  The  management  option  has  been  added  to  Table  H-l  for 
Spring  Creek.   Research  studies  indicate  that  fencing  is  the  most  effective 
method  for  improving  riparian  areas.   If  monitoring  studies  show  that 
proposed  grazing  management  on  the  upland  areas  is  providing  satisfactory 
improvement,  they  would  not  be  fenced.   The  text  in  Chapter  2  has  been 
modified  to  consider  management  on  streams  prior  to  fencing. 
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October  9,  1984 


Jerry  Carson 
Jarbidge  Area  Manager 
Boise  District  Office  -  Bin 
3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  ID  83705 

Dear  Sir, 

I  would  like  to  enter  this  comment  into  the  public  record  concerning 

the  Jarbidge  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  of 

August,  1984. 

I  would  like  to  commend  the  people  responsible  for  this  RMP-EIS  and  the 
preparation  of  this  document.   It  is  one  of  the  finer  EIS  statements  I  have 
read. 

I  would  like  to  enter  my  comment  in  support  of  Alternative  D  for  a  management 
plan  alternative.   Having  been  a  user  of  many  of  the  areas  addressed 
in  this  plan  I  know  the  state  of  the  land  at  the  present  time.   I  feel 
from  my  observation  that  there  has  been  a  significant  amount  of  destruction 
particularly  in  the  Jarbidge  plateau  area  from  livestock  grazing.   Therefore, 
I  feel  that  the  grazing  should  be  limited  to  a  greater  extent  than  the 
preferred  alternative  would  allow.   I  don't  feel  that  the  Alternative  D^ 
which  completely  does  away  with  livestock  grazing,  is  appropriate 
as  this  is  a  necessary  commercial  use  of  our  land,  but  I  do  feel  that  it 
should  be  limited  to  less,  rather  than  more,  grazing  than  is  presently 
occurring.   I  also  feel  that  the  larger  amount  set  aside  in  alternative 
D  for  wilderness  should  be  withdrawn  from  multiple  use.   My  primary  reason 
for  taking  this  stand  is  that  the  types  of  use  these  lands  would  be 
suitable  for  on  a  multiple  use  concept  would  benefit  very  few  of  the  residents 
of  Idaho  whereas  more  wilderness  in  the  area  would  benefit  more  people. 
Many  of  us  in  Idaho  can  appreciate  the  advantages  of  living  in  a  state  where 
there  is  adequate  wilderness  to  experience  and  this  area  provides  many  canyon 
lands  and  high  desert  which  should  be  set  aside  for  this  use.   Secondly, 
I  feel  that  there  are  adequate  amounts  of  land  available  in  the  Jarbidge 
Resource  area  for  grazing  and  other  development  such  that  the  lands  that 
do  have  wilderness  value  ought  to  be  maintained  to  the  maximum.  There 
are  some  discrepencies  in  the  Alternative  D  that  I  don't  necessarily  agree 
with.   These  include  fire  management  and  as  I  have  already  mentioned,  the 
3.1  |  range  resources.   I  feel  that  fire  management  in  Alternative  D  wouldn't 


1818  W.  State  Street'Boise,  Idaho  83702 
208-344-7799 


£-.1 


5.  I 


£-.1 


Mr.   Gary   Carson 

Area  Manager 

BLM  Jarbidge    Resource   Ar  a 

Boise    District    Office 

3948  Development   Av. 

Boise,    ID  83705 


Dear  Mr.    Carson, 


Oct.    27th/84 


Presently    I  am  preparing  my   written   submission  on  your  Draft   RKP  and 
.'/SA  EIS.    I  am  apalled    by   the    EIS    Team  bias   reporting  an-    preparation 
of  maps,    in  a   form    thjt    favors    their  preferred    alternative   and    leaving 
out  data   that  may  lead    suggesting  an  opposing  view. 

Let  ne    give    some   examples.    Your  alternative    C  maps    show  only   the   roads 
and    ways    which  you   plan   to   cherrystera.    You   do  not    show  the    roadways 
your  EIS    lean   proposes    to   close    (Map   J-7).    Tiis  misleads    the   public 
believing   that  what   you   propose   for   wilderness  has  no  manmade    Intrusions 
in  form  of  roads   or  ways.    Your    Team   is  using  a   selective    reporting   which 
is   even  uncommon  within  BLM!    I   invite    you    to   look  at    the  data  and   maps 
presented   by  your  nearby  Wlnnemucca   BLM  Draft    wilderness   EIS,    please 
look  at    thfetr  map  presentation,    for  example   page   1-55   for   '.\'SA  020-603 
showing  all   15  roads   and   19   ways   in   this   60  000  acre   WSA   regardless   if 
these    are   locate:!    inside   or  outside    the    Ream's   proposal.    Wlnnemucca   BL~; 
District   reports   like  many  other  Districts   in  oth:r   states   report,    ycu 
choose    to   report    selectively.    Wiroiemucca   District   not   only   shows  on 
their  EIS   sent    to    the   public    every  road    and   Way   inside    the    WSA    they   ala> 
specify   these   by  a    letter  and   numer.    ®n  your  maps    this  data  disappears 
as    soon  a   way  reaches   your  proposed  boundary.    V/hy? 

10    state    of/lj   that   Bruneau   River  has   29  miles   of  ways    (how  much  will   be 
cher  y   temmed    out    ?)    on  p.    J-4  without    stating    'he   purpose , location 
or  reason  for  existance    is   totally  inade   uate   background    information 
to   challenge   the    truthfulness   of   your   statement  on  page   4-18    :    "Impacts 
to    0RV  recrsatiofi  values   of   these    restriction   would  be  minimal    to   non- 
existant  because    the    closed    lands   are    for    the   most    lart  unused    and   un- 
suitable   for   0RV  use".    I  have   used    some    of   these    ways   in  th6   years   pa3t 
with  great    enjoyment   on  many  occasions.'   ^et  me   be    specific:   Map  J-7 
does   not    show   the    road/way  on   the  Arch    Table   leading  N  from   your  proposed 
boundary   in    T14S  R8E  for  4  miles    through   sections    32;27;20   &17.    When  your 
very  own  BLM  Surface  Management   Map    (Sheep   Creek  mapsheet)    shows   it  as 
a   substantial   roadway. 

In  connection  with   the   above    I   request    copies  of  maps    showing  all   road&ys 
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Martin  J.  Gabica,  M.D. 
Family  Practice 


I  know  that  certain 
.  present  part  of 
feel  the  fire 
n  such  a  way  that 


Jerry  Carson 
October  9,  1984 
Page  2 

I  necessarily  have  to  include  suppression  of  all  fires, 
fires  may  be  beneficial  to  a  wilderness  area  and  were 
the  ecological  balance  prior  to  man's  intervention.   I 
management  portion  of  Alternative  D  should  be  altered 
fires  are  not  necessarily  supressed  throughout  the  area.   I  have  no 
objections  to  the  outlined  plans  for  cultural  resources,  ripian  habitat, 
and  aquatic  resources.   I  do  feel  that  the  energy  in  mineral  exploration 
and  development  should  be  withdrawn  from  the  wilderness  areas  themselves, 
however.   Additionally,  I  have  no  objections  to  the  forest  management 
and  recreation  management  portion  of  the  program  as  outlined  under  Alternative 
C  or  D. 

Once  again,  I  would  liJce  to  emphasize  that  I  feel  the  Alternative  D  in  the 
Jarbidge  Resource  Management  Plan  should  be  the  preferred  alternative 
rather  than  Alternative  C  because  it  benefits  the  majority  of  the  people 
in  the  area  as  opposed  to  a  minority,  and  would  continue  to  do  so  into  the 
future . 


Martin  J.  Gabica, /M/D . 


1818  W.  State  Street«Boise,  Idaho  83702 
208-344-7799 
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within   the    three   WSAs    so    that    I  may  comment  on  your  DEIS. 

I  also   request    this  letter   to   be   made   a  part   of  my   submission  as  a 

record   of  puolic    c®:.iment. 

Also    I  have   a  question:    Does    each   state's   BLK  formulates      their  own 
definition  of   what    is   a    "road"?   '■(hat    leads  me    to    this   question  is    thst 
Wlnnemucca   District   in  Nevada  having  a   somewhat    similar   terrain  finds 
over  dozen  roads   in  addition   to    ways   in  most;    WSAs  but   you    find   none? 

Looking   forward   recieving  the    requested    WSA  maps   with  roc-ds   and    ways 
information     nd   answers   for   the    questions  posed, 


Sincerely, 


Harry  Melts 
General  Delivery 
Porthill,  Idaho  83853 


cc  Mr.  Ron  Janson,  Land  Use  Coordinator  .Government  Relations,  AMA ,  Ohio 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

ENMNGERED  SPECIES  PROGRAM 

4620  Overland  Road,  Roan  209 

Boise,    Idaho  83705 


DATE:  November  15,    1984 

ID:  District  Manager,   BLM.   Boise  District,  Boise 

FRCM:  Field  Supervisor,   FWS,   Ecological  Services,  Boise 

SUBJECT:     Draft  Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental    Impact  Statement    (RMP) . 
Re:      FVB-1-4-84-I-158 


Mr.   Gary  Carson 
Jarbldge  Area  Manager 
Boise   District  Otfflce, 
3948  Development  Ave. 
Boise,    ID  83705 

Dear  Mr.    Carson, 


BLM 


12 


21.11.84. 


Subject:  Comments  on  Jarbldge  Draft  RMP  and  DEIS. 

Baaed  on  my  land  use  in  the  past  of  the  Jarbldge  RA  my  comment9  are 
sa  follows: 


9.1 


We  have  reviewed  the  August  1984  draft  Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental 
Iapact  Statement  (IMP) /(EIS)  for  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area.   Previous  to  this, 
we  received  a  draft  Jarbidge  RMP  on  December  13,  1983,  which  we  responded  to 
on  January  13,  1984  (FWS-1-4-84-I-158) .   In  our  letter  of  January  13,  1984, 
we  identified  two  candidate  plant  and  two  candidate  raptor  species.  Our  raptor 
concerns  have  been  covered  in  the  1984  rWP/EIS  but  our  plant  concerns  ident- 
ified in  the  January  13,  1984,  letter  were  not  addressed.   Furthermore,  recent 
data  suggests  another  candidate  plant  species  should  be  added  to  the  candidate 
list.  The  two  plants  previously  identified  in  our  January  letter  were 
Astragalus  at rat us  var.  inseptus  and  Lepidium  davisii .  The  recent  addition  to 
the  candidate  plant  list  is  Erigeron  latus.  We  have  been  unable  to  find  any 
reference  to  the  plant  candidate  species  identified  in  January  or  the  recent 
addition  in  the  August,  1964,  FMP/EIS. 

\ 
We  recommend  that  these  sensitive  plant  species  be  a  part  of  your  planning  in 
determining  the  alternative  best  suited  for  accomplishing  your  objectives  in 
the  current  draft  RMP/EIS.   If  you  have  any  questions  please  call  our  endan- 
gered species  office  at  334-1816. 

Thank  you  for  your  continued  interest  in  the  endangered  species  program. 
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John  P.  Wolflin 
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ORV  Management. 

Your  present  Intentions   are    ,    as   indicated   by   your  RMP  and   your  BLM 
Preferred   Alternative   C,    to    force  out   the  motorized    recreation   from    the 
more    scenic   areas.    Ihis   is    specially    true    for   semi -primitive   motori- 
zed   recreation.    For^e^ample   your  Preferred   Altern.    plans    to   close    the 
Arch    Table    road  way;  Reading   to    the    scenic    Junction, from    the    south, 
of   the      Bruneau   and    Jarbldge   Rivers    (Jarbidge   R,    W3A).    The    RMP  an  Alt 
C  discourages   and    blocks   the    ORV  recreation   to   a  high  degree. 
One   suspects    that   the   otdoors   recreation  planner  has  a  high  personal 
preference   for  the   non-motorized   and    primitive   only  recreation. 
Your  plans  and   preferences    exiblt   a   fundamentalistlc    fervor  in   that 
direction.    For  example   in  your  KUA  10  of  its   95  000  acr€3   you   plfi   to 
close   75  000  acres    to   all  motorized    entry  of   which  23  000  acres   are   a 
non- wilderness  area  closure.   Your  RMP  plans   to   designate   only  one 
tiny  area   specifically   for   ORV,   only   2901  acres    (KUA-9).    While    you 
prefer   tc/deslgnate    for  wilderness    recreatlonist  94  199  acres  as   WAs. 
Moreover , your  pooosal    provides  144   784  acres   as   SRM  -s   and   only   2901   ac. 
presents   a    single    SRMA    (the    smallest)    specifically   for   ORV  enthusiasts! 
Moreover,    if  one   adds  up   the      acreage   of    the   16   MUAs   what   you    in  your 
antl    ORV   fervor  plan   to   close   or  limit      (    235,850  acres    to      e    closed 
242,   498  limited    )    it- adds  up  close    to   half  a  million  acres;or  more 
significantly  a   third    of    the    JARBIDGE  RA  management    are,  J    TO   push  out 
or   severely  limit    ORV  entuslasts    to    such  a   record  breaking   extent    will 
lead    to  management    problems   and    a   general   disrespect   towards   BLM 
rulings. 

Your  closures   and    limitations   on  31g  Horn   Sheep  M«   is   to    severe.    Over 
the   years   I   h  ve   visited    the    Cabeza   Prieta   National    ..ildlife    Refuge.  £ 
This   Big  Horn  Sheep   Refuse  has   hundreds  of  miles  of  primitive    roadways 
open   for   semi-primitive  motorized   recreation.    The    Refuse    Staff  indlcoed 
to  me   in   their  conversation  that    future   plans   will   recommend    the  open- 
ing of  additional   roadways   for   ORV.    (riased   on  personal   contact  in 
1983  4  1984).    Same    situation  prevails    in  Kofa  Refuge    ,    AZ.    I  urge  your 
staff   to  upgrade    their  prtection  management  knowledge   by  contacting 
these   large    refuges. 


Lawrence  E.  Nielsen,  Ph.  D. 


Science  Consultant  and  Lecturer 


3208  N  W  Lynch  Way.    Redmond.  Oregon  97756 


November   16,    1984 
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Phone  (503)  548-5363 


Mr.  Gary  Carson 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Boise  District  Office 
394$  Development  Ave. 
Boise,  Idaho  83705 

Dear  Mr.  Carson: 

After  studying  It  for  many  hours,  I  would  like  to  make  some 
comments  on  the  Jarbldge  Besourse  Management  Plan.   The  first  comment 
is  that  the  same  thing  could  be  said  In  half  as  man;  pages. 

I  strongly  support  Alternative  D  over  the  other  Alternatives. 

In  general,  I  do  not  believe  any  BLM  land  should  be  for  sale  to 
the  general  public.   Exchanges  of  land  often  make  sense  though.   Many 
small  pieces  of  land,  which  might  be  up  for  sale  or  exchange,  should 
be  kept  for  wildlife  habitat.   Modern  farming  techniques  have  drastic- 
ally reduced  wildlife  habitat.   Many  small  pieces  of  BLM  land  surround- 
ed by  farm  land  If  left  alone  would  help  all  kinds  of  wildlife. 

I  strongly  oppose  any  proposed  land  sales  for  agriculture  devel- 
opment.  In  this  day  of  farm  surpluses,  we  need  more  farm  land  like 
a  hole  in  the  headl   This  land  should  be  saved  for  future  generations 
when  there  may  be  a  real  need  for  more  farm  land.   BLM  should  not 
sell  land  to  satisfy  a  greedy  few. 

Fewer  cattle,  not  more  cattle,  should  be  allowed  to  graze  on 
BLM  land.   Grazing  fees  should  be  increased  to  the  point  where  the 
BLM  actually  makes  a  profit,  even  after  any  Improvements  are  made. 
No  Improvements  should  be  made  unless  the  return  from  grazing  fees 
more  than  pays  for  the  improvements.   Since  this  land  belongs  to  all 
of  us,  we  should  not  subsidize  a  few  ranchers  at  the  expense  of  all 
the  rest  of  us.   I  believe  that  the  proposed  172,493  AUMs  for  cattle 
and  only  3877  AUMs  for  wildlife  is  completely  unsatisfactory.   Also, 
a  reduction  in  the  AUMs  for  cattle  would  help  solve  the  problem  of 
erosion. 

The  proposed  94199  acres  for  Wilderness  in  Alternative  C  is 
not  adequate  for  such  a  soenlc  and  unique  area  as  the  cany on lands. 

I  do  not  believe  the  esonomlc  figures  given  for  the  different 
alternatives.   I  believe  that  Alternative  D  would  eventually  bring 
more  income  into  the  area  than  the  other  alternatives.   Alternative 
II.  I      D  could  bring  In  more  Income  through  increased  tourism,  lnoreased 

recreational  activities  suoh  as  Whitewater  boating  and  camping,  and 
increased  hunting  and  wildlife-watching  activities. 

Thank  yon  for  letting  me  have  the  opportunity  of  reading  the 
report.   I  have  not  mentioned  its  many  good  points  which  include 
saving  the  Oregon  Trail  ruts  and  the  fossil  beds  near  Bagerman. 

Very  truly  yours. 


«.3 


&fa**yiJ*»r~KSi.  fy[J(JLt<LM^ 
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YOur  RMP/DEIS  naps   and    text   are    Incomplete.    On  your   DJ'o  nans    -11  road- 
ways mysteriously  dlsjppe-r  as    soon   these    reach   you r  Pri-ferr;d    alterna- 
tive boundaries  leaving   the   commentator  wlt.i  a   falss    positive    irnpressslon 
as    to    the   proposed    wilderness   area  naturalness.    Your    text  tfives   only  the 
total  miles   of   roadways    in  a   WSA.Eo    Indications    where    thetre   are    located/ 
4he  purpose, use    frea.uency  etc.    of    the    47rniles  of   roadways    is   also    ignored. 
This  omission   is   even  more    suspect    since    BLM  in  1979   published   a   Surface 
Management  map,   scale   1:100  000   showing  all   the   missing  roadwnysl   Why  did 
not   use    was   made    o:    this  :.ior:    complete   and    truthful    Sheep   Creek   BLM  map 
sheet?  Not    -hown  are    the    ORV  recr.ational   roads   in    T14S  R8E   through 
sections  17,20,29,32.    Another  road    to   3  bound:  ry  of    sec.    34.    Or    T133   R7S 

from   sec.    16   to    20.    Or    T15S  R3E   through    ~ection3   9,10,3  and    so   on 

What   makes    this  omission  of   i.nport.nce      even   "ore    objectionable   by  your 
Team's  biased    reporting   is   that     other  BLK  Districts   do   present    all    road- 
way data/  and    their  maps    In  their  ROT  DEIS   show  all    these.    For   example    Ink 
at    the   level   of   quality  by  a  other  close   by  3LM  District,   Elko    District 
Nevada.    Their   Wells   Resource   Area>"report   maps   for  Livestock  a.id     v'atsrsheds 
for  each   V.'SA  not   or.ly   show  all    road    ays    aa:    roads  but    also    indexand    number 
these   on   their  naps.    Goshute   PK   W3A  Man   6   shows   all    30  ways.    For   the 
public    to   comment   on    VSA  naturalness   and    cherry   stemming    these   details 
are    essential) 

•specific    comments   on    //SAs. 
WSA  111-17   Bruneau    R/ Sheep   Cr. 

I    support:    The   Preferred   Altern  C   with   the    folio. ;i.-.g   exceptions: 
Move    the    S  terminal   of    the    proposed    WA  northward    from    sect    33    "12S    to 
about    section  line    22/15.    It  will   give    the    ORV  visitor  an  opportunity 
at   least    Jo    sample      a   short   f rac  :  ion  of   the    total   ca..yon  bottom    of 
Bruneau   R  .    Alternatevely   cherry   stem   a  bikeviay   to    the    sidestreaa    which 
enters   at    sec.    15.    Also   cherrysteu   a   ORV  access    from   Miller   Vtete."    Table 
to    Bruneau    R.    Bruneau    R.    canyon   is   a   Ion*  canyon,   your    Tsar's   prop    sal  f'i 
to   allow  even  a   small  part  of   the   inner -canyon     for   ORV  use   shows   in 
which   spirit    this  rrpot  was   written.. 

WSA  170  11  Jarbldge    R. 

I   support   Alternative    "3".    But   the    S  boundary   should    be    withdrawn   for 
about   mile    to    what   is    shown  on    the   m-p   as    Diamond   A   Stock  bridge. 
Your  Preferred   Alternative   C  is   unreall    tic    and    cuts   off  established 
ways   leading   to  Lookout   Point    in   sect  9    "13S. 

The   plateau    in   this   country   lac_ks    scenery    for    rewording   hikes. 
Definitely  leave    open   the    Arch   Table    3d    le:dln_    3ec.    17   R8E    T143. 
The   plateau    should    not   be    a  wilderness.    It   serves    cetter   for  other  re- 
source  users. 

King  Hill 

I _ support  NO  wilderness   alternative    for  this    rather  uninteresting   area. 

Its   wildlife    could    be    protected    as   a   special   wildlife   management    area. 


Sinoerely,  /fc**y   S&& 


Harry  Melts 
P.0.2ox  64 
Porthlll,    ID  83853 


Lawrenoe  Nielsen 
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Mr.  Martin  J.  Zimmer 
District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Boise  District  Office 
3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  Idaho   83705 

Dear  Mr.  Zimmer: 


December  4,  1984 


Jarbridge  Resource  Management  Plan/ 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (RMP/EIS) -Draft 


Southern  California  Edison  Company  appreciates  the  opportunity 
to  comment  on  the  above  subject  Draft  RMP/EIS. 

Based  on  our  review  and  our  current  information,  we  have  the 
following  comments  and  recommendations  for  your  consideration. 

We  are  pleased  to  see  the  recognition  by  the  planning  team  of 
future  corridor  needs  as  an  issue  in  the  RMP/EIS.   Southern 
California  Edison  Company  and  the  Western  Utility  Group  {WUG) 
have  identified  the  existing  and  future  need  for  planned  utility 
corridors  that  will  meet  future  energy  demands  of  the  eleven 
Western  States  through  the  year  2020.   We  believe  that  corridor 
designation  is  an  important  and  critical  element  of  land  use 
planning  and  is  an  important  planning  tool  for  both  land 
managers  and  the  utility  industry. 

Identification  and  designation  of  corridors  in  the  land 
management  planning  process  will  assure  maximum  public 
participation  insuring  that  all  resource  values  are  identified 
and  considered  in  their  selection.   Designated  corridors  should 
be  of  sufficient  width  to  provide  the  necessary  routing 
flexibility  to  avoid  or  mitigate  adverse  impacts  to 
environmentally  sensitive  areas  located  within  the  corridor. 

While  Southern  California  Edison  Company  has  not  identified  any 
specific  corridor  requirement  that  would  affect  the  Jarbridge 
Resource  Area,  we  do  recommend  that  corridors  be  included  in  all 
land  use  planning  and  that  they  be  designated  in  the  locations 
shown  by  the  WUG  Study. 
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Mr.  Martin  J.  Zimmer 


December  4,  1984 


We  hope  you  will  give 


Thank  you  for  inviting  our  comments . 

them  your  full  consideration  in  the  preparation  of  the  final 
RMP/EIS.   If  further  details  are  needed,  please  contact 
Mr.  J.  R.  Wilson  at  (213)  491-2992. 

Very  truly  yours. 


fedprmt/1298 
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Rural  Route  1 
Castleford,  Idaho 
December  5,  1984 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 
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GEOLOGICAL  SURVEY 
RESTON.  VA    22092 


In  Reply  Refer  To: 
WGS-Mail    Stop  423 


HFn       3  I9&? 
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Mr.  Gary  Carson 
Jarbidge  Area  Manager 
Boise  District  Office  B.L.M. 
3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  Idaho   83705 


Mr.  Carson: 


In  reference  to  the  Multiple  Use  Area  15,  Jarbidge  Foothills,  of 
Alternative  C  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  Draft,  I  agree  that 
we  do  need  multiple  use  of  the  public  lands  in  this  area  for  all  inter- 
ested parties. 

However,  no  limit  should  be  set  as  to  the  amount  of  increase  in 
livestock  A.U.M. 's  set  or  the  amount  of  seedings  and  work  to  improve 
range  conditions.   Increase  in  forage  production  should  be  available  for 
use  the  same  as  decreases  in  use  of  production  on  dry  and  poor  production 
years.  This  would  work  for  both  fire  control  on  high  production  years  as 
well  as  protection  for  range  on  poor  years. 

As  new  and  better  range  management  tools  and  methods  are  found, 
the  limits  should  be  left  flexible  to  change  for  the  better  without 
control  limits.  Public,  state  and  private  lands  could  be  exchanged  for 
better  blocking  and  better  management.  More  flexibility  should  be  left 
in  case  the  change  calls  for  a  different  management  route. 

Increases  in  deer  and  antelope  numbers  should  not  be  set  so  high 
that  nature  has  to  use  her  own  controls  to  reduce  numbers  by  disease  and 
predators  from  too  dense  a  population.  In  the  past  numbers  have  increased 
and  decreased  from  nature's  control  but  there  have  never  been  the  numbers 
called  for  in  this  objective.  These  numbers  should  be  left  to  the  avail- 
ability of  forage  and  the  percentage  of  harvest  required  to  keep  healthy 
herds . 
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To:  District  Office,   Bureau  of   Land  Management 

Boise,   Idaho 

From:  Assistant  Director  for  Engineering  Geology 

Subject:     Review  of  resource  management  plan  and  draft  environmental   state- 
ment  for  Jarbridge  Resource  Management   Plan,   Idaho 

We  have  reviewed  the  subject  document  and  have  the  following  comments  on 
the  environmental    statement. 

Page  v.  Alternative  C,   paragraph  3.  The  summary  should  state  that   increased 

erosion  also  increases   sedimentation  in  streams.     Because  increased  grazing 

increases   sedimentation  and  overland  runoff,   less  water  is  available  to 
recharge  aquifers. 

Part    II,  pages  v,  and   3-5.      Increased  grazing   (as  described  for  Alternative  C) 
could  cause  changes   in  the  complex  interaction  of  surface  water  and  ground 
water  even  though  the  vegetative  land  cover  will   be  managed.     Vegetative  land 
cover  may  prevent  erosion,   but   increased  grazing  can   increase  compaction 
and   reduce  infiltration  rates.      Increased  grazing  might  also  degrade  water 
quality  with  concentrations  of  Coliform  bacteria.     These  are  potential   conse- 
quences  that  should  be  addressed   in  Chapter  4,  page  4-43. 

Chapter  4,   page   4-42,   paragraph   2.      If  the  use  of  chemical    fertilizers 
will   accompany  increased  acreage  of   farmland,   resultant  effects  on  water 
quality  should   be  addressed. 

Chapter  4,  page   4-16,  table  4-3.     The  U.S.   Geological    Survey  report,   "Water 
Resources  Data-Idaho   1982, "   lists  a   record  minimum  daily  flow  of  4,760  cfs 
in   1910.     The  minimum  daily  flow  in  water  year   (WY)   1981  was   5,610  cfs  on 
June  28,   1981,  and  the  minimum  daily  flow  in  WY   1982  was  6,820  cfs  on 
July   24,  1982.      It  would  be  useful   to   include  a   flow-duration  curve  to 
show  the  percent   of  time  recorded  flows   have  been  equaled  or  exceeded  for 
the  period  of  gaged   record  on  the   Snake  River  at  King  Hill    (13154500). 
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Some  creeks  which  are  listed  to  be  aquatic  habitat  in  this  study 
should  be  removed  from  this  catagory  as  these  creeks  dry  up  for  more 
than  six  to  eight  months  of  the  year  on  some  stretches  of  the  area  marked 
as  habitat. 

Gap  fencing  on  canyons  would  be  very  expensive  to  construct  and 
very  expensive  or  prohibitive  to  maintain.  Theee  costs  could  not  justify 
the  small  improvement  on  the  environment,  fisheries,  wildlife  or  riparian. 
Management  could  be  changed  to  improve  environment  at  less  cost. 


Iff 


District  Office,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Boise,  Idaho 

Considering  anticipated  amounts  of  water  needed  for  irrigation  (p.  4-42), 
flow  in  the  Snake  River  will  occasionally  be  less  than  the  flows  listed 
on  page  4-16  (par.  2).  Thus  the  third  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph 
on  page  4-16  needs  to  be  revised. 


'«"'  James  F.  Devine 


Route  1 
Castleford,  Idaho 
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«ES\  United  States 
(4AJ)]  Department  ot 
\3Hp/      Agriculture 


Room  345,  304  North  8th  Street 
Boise,  Idaho  83702 


December  13,  1984 
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COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  SERVICE 


University  of  Idaho 

i   i  illege  01   Agriculture 

In  Cooperation  with  the 

US    Department  ot  Agriculture 


1330  Filer  Avenue  East 
Twin  Falls,  ID  83301 
December  19,  1984 
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Gary  Carson 
Jarbidge  Area  Manager 
Boise  District  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  Idaho  83705 

Dear  Mr.  Carson: 

Following  are  our  comments  on  the  Jarbidge  RMP/EIS.   We  want  to  compliment 
the  BLM  on  the  way  they  broke  the  area  In  management  unit  areas  (MUA's). 
This  made  It  much  easier  to  review  than  previous  EIS  documents. 

1.  Pg.  8,  par.  4  -  Tweqty  Coordinated  Resource  Management  Plans  (CRMP) 
would  be  implemented  under  the  preferred  alternative.   Nowhere  could 
we  find  them  identified.   In  the  specific  section  (pages  20-63)  for 
each  MUA,  Action  G,  the  activity  plans  are  listed  as  AMP,  RAMP,  cul- 
tural plans,  etc.,  but  no  CRMP's.   It  would  be  useful  if  those 
selected  for  CRMP's  were  identified. 

2.  Pg.  61,  Action  G  -  Allotment  1021  Is  listed  for  an  AMP.   This  Is  the 
Buck  Creek  Ranch  with  Bob  Barton  as  the  permittee.  A  CRMP  with 
Nevada  SCS  as  the  leader,  is  nearly  completed  which  involves  this 
allotment.  This  should  be  a  CRMP. 

3.  Pg.  8,  par.  6  -  There  will  be  an  Increase  In  AUM's  from  the  current 
164,000  to  271,631  or  107,631  AUM's.   Most  of  the  increase  is  from 
seedings.   Pages  4-45,  par.  2  states  15,538  AUM's  will  be  lost 
through  land  transfer.   This  means  that  range  Improvements,  better 
animal  distribution,  etc.,  will  actually  have  to  provide  an  addition- 
al 123,169  AUM's.  There  Is  a  lot  of  unused  forage  In  MUA's  6  and  7, 
Saylor  Creek  West  and  East,  where  much  of  the  increase  will  occur, 
but  according  to  Appendix  Table  F-2,  over  50%  of  the  area  is  either 
poor  condition  or  burned.  The  potential  is  limited;  the  majority  of 
MUA's  6  and  7  receive  only  8-10  Inches  of  annual  precipitation.  Graz- 
ing needs  to  be  carefully  controlled. 

4.  Pg.  4-44,  Par.  4  -  Long-term  Impacts  will  increase  forage  by  108,000 
AUM's.  Of  this  57,021  AUM's  will  be  from  animal  distribution  and 
improvements;  10,000  from  land  treatment;  and  22,735  from  fire  reha- 
bilitation. This  totals  89,756  AUM's.  Where  will  the  additional 
AUM's  come  from  to  make  108,000  plus  those  to  be  replaced  due  to  land 
transfer? 
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Mr.   Gary  Carson 

Jarbidge  Resource  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  ID  83705 

Dear  Gary: 

I  would  like  to  submit  the  following  comments  on  the  draft  Jarbidge 
Resource  Managment  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 


The  most  valid  criticism  of  the  early  EIS' s  wa 
determine  initial  carrying  capacity  from  clipping 
allocation  model,  rather  than  using  past  grazing  u 
would  strongly  recommend  that  you  use  the  five-yea 
{except  where  non-use  has  been  taken  or  additional 
monitor  to  see  1f  adjustments  are  needed.  If  addl 
recently  developed  (seedings,  burns,  etc.),  then  t 
capacity  from  forage  production  estimates  has  some 
I  would  caution  that  even  in  those  cases,  a  more 
carrying  capacity  can  probably  be  made  from  past  s 
treated  areas  in  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area,  rathe 
inventory  production  estimates. 


s  over  the  attempt  to 
studies  and  the  forage 
se  and  trend  records.  I 
r  average  use  figures 

forage  developed)  and 
tional  forage  has  been 
he  estimation  of  carrying 

applicability.  However, 
ccurate  estimate  of 
tocking  rates  on  similar 
r  than  from  the  limited 


The  section  on  monitoring  and  evaluation  (Appendix  D)  is  a  good  addition 
to  the  EIS.  A  good  monitoring  program  is  not  only  a  sound  management  tool, 
it  will  probably  preclude  conflict,  such  as  the  NRDC  lawsuit,  in  the 
future.   The  BLM  should  be  commended  for  stressing  monitoring  in  its  range 
management  program  in  the  future. 

I  would  have  preferred  to  see  the  use  of  the  new  trend  and  ecological 
status  terminology,  as  recommended  in  the  RISC  Report  and  adopted  by  the 
BLM,  rather  than  the  old  range  condition  classification  terms.  The  old 
terminology  has  led  to  considerable  misconceptions  by  the  general  public  as 
to  the  condition  and  management  of  the  public  lands.  I  feel  quite  strongly 
that  the  new  terminology  will  help  clear  up  these  misconceptions  and  show 
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Pg.  4-44,  par.  6  -  Long-term  Improvement  in  ecological  condition  is 
expected  in  MUA's  2,  14,  15,  and  16  on  40,000  acres.   Table  F-2,  pa 
F-7,  shows  approximately  953,000  acres  In  poor  and  fair  condition. 
It  would  appear  there  is  a  much  greater  opportunity  to  improve 
ecological  conditions  than  on  just  40,000  acres.   In  the  long-term 
this  would  enable  the  BLM  to  provide  more  forage  for  livestock, 
provide  better  site  protection,  and  enhance  wildlife  habitat. 


Referencing  comments  3-5,  we  feel  BLM  is  expecting  too  much  I 
In  AUM's  from  the  proposed  Improvements. 


tW^ — 


Stanley  N.  Hobson 
State  Conservationist 


Joe  Icenhower,  AC,  Boise  AO 


*%  i 


.m 


ii.s- 


Z%lo 


the  general  public  that  the  BLM  and  livestock  permittees  have  been  doing 
good  job  of  managing  the  public  lands  since  1934. 


.29 


I  was  surprised  at  the  rather  insignificant  acreage  (3.4X)  of  the 
Jarbidge  Resource  Area  that  was  proposed  for  range  improvements  over  a 
20-year  period.  First,  I  think  1t  is  impossible  and  unadvisable  to  make 
such  estimates  In  a  general  planning  document  like  the  RHP  or  EIS. 
Determination  of  acreage  that  should  be  treated  can  only  be  made  through 
site  specific  evaluations  on  an  Individual  allotment  basis,  through 
consultation,  coordination  and  cooperation  with  the  permittee! s) ,  Department 
of  F1sh  and  Game  and  other  affected  or  Interested  parties.  Second,  even 
though  range  improvement  funds  will  be  limited,  I  am  sure  that  considerable 
more  acreage  has  the  potential  for  improvement  and  that  multiple  use 
objectives  can  be  better  met  through  treatment.  I  recommend  that  specific 
acreage  figures  proposed  for  range  Improvements  be  deleted  and  a  statement 
made  that  determination  of  sites  to  be  treated  will  be  made  on  a  site 
specific  -  multiple  use  basis,  allotment  by  allotment,  using  the  three  C's 
approach. 

There  are  several  statements  in  the  RMP-E1S  that  are  of  questionable 
validity  or  practicality.  I  will  not  attempt  a  complete  list,  but  the 
following  are  representative  of  statements  in  the  RHP: 

1)  Page  iv  -  "Sage  grouse  habitat  would  be  improved  through 
decreased  livestock  use  ..."  -  Please  show  me  some  hard 
research  data  that  backs  up  this  statement. 

2)  Page  81  -  "Manage  all  ecological  sites  on  mule  deer,  prong- 
horn,  elk,  bighorn  sheep  and  sage  grouse  habitat  currently 
in  fair  or  poor  ecological  condition,  for  good  ecological 
condition."  If  this  statement  1s  based  on  the  assumption 
that  good  ecological  condition  (status)  1s  a  more  desirable 
situation  for  all  these  wildlife  species  than  poor  or  fair, 
it  1s  a  false  assumption.  Anyone  that  understands  the 
concept  of  ecological  condition  (status)  can  cite  many  examples 
where  a  lower  condition  (status)  rating  would  provide  a 
higher  Resource  Value  Rating  for  one  of  these  species. 

3)  Page  81  -  "Maintain  the  short-grass  habitats  occupied  by 
long-billed  curlew." 


that 
his 


long-billed  curlew."  While  it  does  not  say  so  here,  I 
suspect  the  intent  of  the  author  of  this  statement  was 
these  areas  should  remain  1n  cheatgrass.  Do  not  let  t 
statement  restrict  you  from  converting  such  areas  to 
perennial  grassland.  Curlew  also  thrive  on  properly  grazed 
and  managed  crested  wheatgrass  seedings. 

Page  81-82  -  "Where  applicable  Guidelines  for  Habitat 
Protection  1n  Sage  Grouse  Range  ..."  -  Please  keep  In  mind 
that  the  authors  of  these  guidelines  were  all  wildlife 
biologists  with  Fish  and  Game  Departments  in  the  western 
U.S.,  not  a  multi-disciplinary  team.  As  such,  it  advocates 
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single  use  management  (sage  grouse),  not  multiple  use 
management.  The  same  applies  to  the  "Mule  Deer  Habitat 
Guidelines."  On  some  range  sites  1t  would  be  Impractical, 
1f  not  Impossible,  to  achieve  some  of  the  goals  of  these 
guidelines. 

5)  Page  85  -  "Maintain  recommended  Instream  flows  ..."  -  Is 
this  the  prerogative  of  the  BLM  and  F&G  or  the  Department 
of  Hater  Resources? 

The  following  questionable  statements  are  from  the  EIS: 

1)  Page  V  -  "Increased  grazing  levels  would  also  cause  additional 
erosion.   Erosion  would  be  reduced  on  70  miles  of  stream 
excluded  from  grazing."  While  these  statements  might  later 
prove  to  be  correct  on  some  sites,  nobody  can  absolutely 
say  that  will  be  the  case.   I  recommend  you  qualify  such 
statements  by  saying  1t  may  happen  or  may  not  happen,  as 
the  case  may  be.  Another  example  of  someone's  best  guess 
stated  as  an  absolute  fact  is  the  statement  on  changes  1n 
range  condition  in  the  next  paragraph.  This  may  be  your 
goal,  but  you  cannot  guarantee  1t  will  happen.  Ad1nf1n1tum 
the  following  paragraphs  on  wildlife  numbers,  riparian 
habitat,  etc. 

Page  2-13  -  "Livestock  grazing  practices  had  perhaps  the 
biggest  Impact  on  these  areas  ..."  Another  ambiguous 
statement  that  cannot  be  proven.  What  about  natural  erosion 
and  wildfires?  Are  you  sure  livestock  grazing  had  a  greater 
Impact  on  erosion  than  these  two  factors? 

Page  2-14  -  "Improve  53  miles  of  riparian  and  51  miles  of 
fisheries  habitat  by  fencing  ..."  -  I  believe  the  verdict 
1s  still  out  on  this  question.  Some  research  indicates 
fencing  to  be  helpful  and  other  studies  show  1t  has  not 
been.   I  think  the  answer  is  too  uncertain  to  spend  a  lot 
of  money  on  fencing  without  having  first  monitored  the 
streams  to  see  1f  there  1s  a  problem  or  without  considering 
other  management  alternatives,  such  as  developing  water 
away  from  streams . 

Page  2-15  -  "Rehabilitation  of  burned  areas  would  use  seed 
mixtures  of  grasses,  forbs  and  shrubs."  Many  thousands  of 
dollars  have  been  'poured  down  a  rat  hole'  by  seeding  forbs 
and  shrubs  not  adapted  to  an  area.  I  would  recommend  that 
species  to  be  seeded  be  selected  on  a  site  specific  basis 
and  that  1f  an  economical  and  suitable  forb  or  shrub  seed 
1s  not  available,  then  don't  seed  1t. 

Page  3-5  -  "Livestock  grazing  1s  the  most  common,  area-wide, 
soil  surface  disturbing  activity."  See  comment  about 
similar  statement  on  page  2-13. 
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Mr.   Martin  Zlmmer,   Manager 

Boise  District, 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Janet   Ocrowley 

POB  66k 

Plcabo,    ID  83>U6 
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Dear  Sir 

Although   I  gave  a  short  testimony  at  the  Twin  Falls  Hearing.    I  would  like  to 
claim  the  privilege  accorded  others  theme  to  amplify  and  substantiate  what   I  said  at  that 
time. 

May  I  say  that   I   found  the  voluminous  document  well  written  within  the 
constraints  of  the  format |     the  factual  content  was  clear  enough.      What  stands  out  as 
needing  correction  is  the  patchy  nature  of  the  cost-benefit  analysis  of  the  different 
Alternatives.     True,   there  are  detailed  estimates  of  jobs  to  be  gained,   farm  supplies 
and    irrigation  equipment  to  be  sold  and  of  increased  costs  of  electricity |   but  there   is 
a  glaring  ommlsslon  of  costs  of  soil  erosion,   off-site  migration  of  fertilizers,   pesti- 
cides, and  resulting  stream  degradation*     There   is  a  big  black  hole  where  the  cost  of 
displacing  wildlife  should  be.     Where  else  can  a  curlew     go  to  raise  a  brood? 

It   is  just  awesome  to  me  how  the  preferred  alternative  can  state  that  non- 
irrigators  will  pay  84%  of  Increased  power  costs,  and  yet  blandly  recommend  that  range- 
to-cropland     conversion.        Perhaps  BLM  decision  makers  feel  there   is  little  support   for  a 
pub  lie   lands  retention  option.     Selling  those  deslreable  lands  for  $150  per  acre  would 
constitute  a  fire  sale  where  there  was  no  fire.      Let  me  assure -that  my  neighbors,  people 
all  over  the  land  are  highly  concerned  that  the  high  costs  of  government  result   from 
just  such  giveaways  to  very  small  groups* 

Particularly  unacceptable     are  theffeatures  of  Alternatives  B  and  C  to  transfer 

188,500  or  118,050  acres  of  erosion-prone  soil  for  agricultural  purposes.     Present 

erosion  rate   Is  not   stated,   but  we  must  assume  that  topsoil  is  not  made  in  a  day,  and 

that  a  ten-fold   Increase   is  outrageous.      It  ought  to  make  headlines   In  the  Wall  Street 

Journal 

BLM  ENDORSES  TEN-FOLD  SOIL  EROSION 
Increasing  ranchers'   costs  40%  to  100% 

Assuming  water  can  be  wrung  from  an  already  over-allocated  S"ake  River 
to  raise  grain  and  potatoes,   which  are  in  over-supply  nationally,  BLM 
Management  Plan  advocates  turning  over  118,054  acres  to  private  agricultural 
development,   while  admitting  that  every  new  100  acres  In  these  crops  Idles 
90  acres  elsewhere  that  are  already   in  production. 

Mlldl.ife  gets  short   shrift 

Three  dollars  of  every  four  proposed  to  go  for  cows  and  sheep.     In  the 

last   20  years  federal  range   Improvements  have  cost  $2     billion,   or  $95,000 
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Page  3-12,  paragraph  on  sage  grouse.  -  Could  over-hunting 
(I.e.,  mismanagement  by  the  Idaho  Department  of  F1sh  and 
Game)  also  have  been  a  factor  1n  the  decline  of  sage 
grouse?  My  point  is  the  listed  factors  causing  the  decline 
are  just  speculation,  not  fact. 

Page  3-15,  3-16  -  Adinflnitum.  Is  there  sound  scientific 
proof  that  57  miles  of  stream  is  in  poor  condition  due  to 
livestock  use?  Or  1s  this  just  somebody's  guess? 

Many  of  these  same  or  similar  statements  were  also  made  in 
Chapter  4  of  the  EIS. 

Specific  references  to  dted  literature  were  given  only  1n  Chapter  3  of 
the  EIS,  1n  support  of  statements  made.  Questions  of  validity,  such  as  I 
have  asked,  might  be  avoided  through  greater  use  of  references.  However, 
many  were  statements  of  opinion,  not  fact,  and  have  no  place  in  the  RMP/EIS. 

The  economic  section  1n  Chapter  3  contains  a  lengthy  discussion  on  the 
value  of  grazing  privileges.  I  fall  to  see  what  relevance  this  discussion 
has  to  the  RMP/EIS  and  recommend  1t  be  omitted  from  the  final  draft.   It 
gives  the  appearance  that  it  was  added  as  filler  material. 

A  great  deal  of  concern  for  bighorn  sheep  1s  expressed  1n  the  RMP/EIS. 
An  intensive  study  on  "Habitat  use  and  spatial  Interactions  of  cattle,  wild 
horses,  mule  deer  and  California  bighorn  sheep  1n  the  Owyhee  breaks  of 
southeast  Oregon"  by  David  C.  Ganskopp  (Ph.D.  thesis  from  OSU,  1983)  would 
make  an  excellent  reference  for  the  RMP/EIS. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  RMP/EIS.   If  you  have 
any  questions  regarding  my  comments,  please  give  me  a  call. 

Sincerely, 


Kenneth  D.  Sanders 

Range  Management  Specialist 


ks:0733g 

cc:  71  Livestock  Association 


per  permittee.     In  1979  alone  $69  million  was  expended  to  benefit  21, < 
permittees,  and  etlll  the  range   is  rated  by  BLM  as  57%  Fair  or  Poor.     After 
20  years  of  this  plan  <*?%  will  still  be  Fair  to  Poor.       " 

I  have  no  desire  to  jeat  BLM  about  the  head  and  shoulders  for  a  godfather 
relationship  with  livestock  interests  that  has  come  about  through  the  public's  Laissez- 
faire  attitude  toward  the  public  lands.  Once  they  seemed  endless.  What  has  prevailed 
in  the  past  is  no  longer  appropriate.  With  increased  population  and  Industrialization, 
the  pressure  on  land  and  water  resources, so  we  now  know  that  every  acre  and  every  gallon 
is  precious*  What  we  have  now  is  all  we  are  ever  gomng  to  have.  Let  us  take  multiple 
use  seriously. 

A  cow  and  her  calf  are  said  to  eat  as  much  forage  as  3  elk  or  6.5  bighorn  sheep 
or  deer.     Those  small-hooved  animals  don't  degrade  the  soil  surface,   nor  congregate  about 
a  waterhole  to  the  destruction  of  the  riparian  growth  the  way  sheep  and  cattle  do.     Whan 
game  animals  are  harvested  they  yield  a  forty  times  greater  return  to  the  economy  in  the 
form  of  recreation  supplies  and   licenses.     The  1983  value  of  livestock  grazing  was 
$390  million  but   fishers  and  huntere  spent  $15-8  billion.     By  contrast,   sheep  and  cows 
going  to  market  represent  a  cost  to  the  public  through  the  artificially  low  grazing 
fees,   through  the   improvements  and  assistance  of  BLM  projects  and  personnel,  and  through 
the  sacrificed  quality  of  public  land.     At  that,   only  3%  of  U.S.  marketed  beef  comes 
from  the  open  range  of  the  western  states. 

This  points  up  the  far  greater  value  of  recreational  use  of  public  lands, 
streams,  and  wildlife.     People  are  beginning  to  appreciate  the  value  of  their  public 
lands.      It   is  time  our  public  land  managers  recognized  the  values  and  managed  them 
for  the  benefit  of  the  public  at  large.     You  could  assign  a  definite  commodity  value  to 
recreational  use  If  you     desired.     It  would  be  very  commendable  to  have  a  Management 
Plan  that  gave  a   full  cost/benefit  analytical  treatment  to  all  the  possible  Alternatives. 

The  bottom  line  is  that  these  are  public  lands)   the  fish,   streams,  animals 
and  open  acres  are  a  public  good,  and  balanced  multiple  use  should  be  the  goal. 
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Thank  you  for  giving  this  document  your  fullest  scrutiny. 
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John.  K,  Courtnay 

Route   1 

Twin  Falls,  Idaho  83301 

Joe  Legulneche  Jr. 

Route  1 

Gooding,   Idaho  83330 

December  20,    198>t 

District  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Boise  District  Office 
39W  Development  Avenue 
Boise,   Idaho  83705 

Dear  Slrt 

We  wish  to  comment  la  addition  to  our  testimony  at  the  Twin  Falls 
hearing  on  the  draft  proposals  for  the  Jarbldge  Resource  Area  Management 
Plan.  We  reiterate  our  conviction  that  a  comprehensive  water  plan  for 
the  East  Fork  of  the  Bruneau  River  offers  a  solution  to  the  need  for  a 
better  distribution  system  and  a  better  utilization  of  the  available 
surface  water  of  the  area. 

A  comprehensive  plan  should  consider  the  Input  and  desires  of  all  the 
parties  concerned  and  provide  adequate  protection  for  the  Interests  of 
all  the  parties  concerned. 

Our  opinion  Is,  now  Is  the  time  to  provide  a  sound  foundation  and  an 
opportunity  for  the  Implementation  of  any  future  actions.  If  a  comprehen- 
sive plan  to  utilize  these  waters  Is  ever  realized,  all  aspects  of 
utilization  should  receive  consideration.  To  Include  a  provision  for 
land  transfer  from  public  to  private  ownership  for  possible  Irrigation 
In  the  scheme  of  land  use  planning  would  not  jeopardize  any  existing  or 
contemplated  circumstances,  because  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's 
resource  management  guidelines  and  the  fact  that  any  plan  for  water 
utilization  would  have  to  meet  public  interest  criteria.   In  other  words 
to  leave  the  door  open  for  a  fully  comprehensive  plan  offers  an  opportunity 
for  possible  gain  and  nothing  to  lose  for  any  party  concerned.   By  this 
line  of  reasoning  we  request  our  petition  for  lands  reclassification  be 
considered  in  the  final  selection  of  the  Jarbldge  Resource  Management 
Flan. 

Sincerely, 

John  K.   Courtnay 

Joe  Legulneche  Jr. 

ec:  John  K..  Courtnay 
oc:  Joe  Legulneche  Jr. 
pc 
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The  prevention  of  grazing  by  domestic  sheep  within  one  mile  of 
bighorn  sheep  range  is  commendable ,  but  we  believe  that  one  mile  is  too  close. 
Strays  of  either  species  could  spread  the  diseases  that  are  the  problem.   Five 
miles  would  be  a  much  more  realistic  figure. 

The  sections  on  riparian  management  are  detailed,  specific  and 
provide  the  fencing  needed  to  achieve  the  objectives. 

The  master  charts  of  effects  and  the  pie  charts  are  easy  to  read 
and  are  a  great  aid  in  understanding  the  plan. 

The  plan  should  provide  substantial  improvement  for  sage  grouse, 
but  little  improvement  is  projected. 

The  economics  of  range  improvement  show  another  heavy  subsidy  to  the 
permittees.   This  is  calculated  from  the  data  presented  on  page  4-45: 


S  2,400,000 

*$  127,000 

S  18.90 

$  1.52 

$  1.37 
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Cost  of  range  improvement 

20  year  increase  in  AUM 

Average  cost  per  AUM 

Annual  interest  per  AUM  @  8% 

1984  Grazing  fee 

Direct  subsidy  of  $2.4  million  in  range 

improvements  to  86  permittees  =  $27,906  each 

Capital  value  increase  of  127,000  AUM's: 

Minimum  $7.2  million  or  $83,720  per  permittee 
Maximum  $31.8  million  or  $369,767  per  permittee 

Obviously  the  Administration's  belt  and  budget  tightening  has 
yet  reached  these  86  permittees. 

Some  specific  comments  follow: 


Page  71.   Resource  management  guidelines  in  general  areas  are  as 
good  or  better  than  any  we  have  seen  in  BLM. 

Page  79.   Proposed  range  improvements  should  be  shown  on  a  map,  or 
at  least  for  a  projected  general  area. 

Page  80,  Terrestrial  wildlife,  last  paragraph.   What  are  the  forage- 
cover  ratios  that  will  be  incorporated  in  the  plan? 


Page  2-36  -  Sage  grouse.   This  listing  indicates  static  or  worsening 
conditions  for  Sage  grouse.   The  goal  should  be  improvement. 


very  good. 


Page  3-8  -  Terrestrial  wildlife.   These  descriptions  and  table 
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Mr.  Gary  Carson 
Jarbridge  Area  Manager 
Boise  District  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  Idaho  83705 

Dear  Mr.  Carson: 

The  Wildlife  Management  Institute  is  pleased  to  comment  on  DRAFT 
JARBRIDGE  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  and  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT,  Idaho. 

The  plan  and  EIS  are  the  best  we  have  seen  from  BLM  in  some  time. 
The  wildlife  portions  are  explicit  and  easy  to  find,  and  the  effects  are  well 
described.   The  area  guidelines  are  good.   We  are  impressed  with  the  use  of 
"multiple  use  areas"  to  present  and  evaluate  site  specific  portions  of  the 
document. 
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Pages  4-5,  4-6,  4-7,  4-8.   The  pie  charts  are  good  and  show  relatively 
little  difference  in  habitat  class  of  several  wildlife  species  at  the  end  of 
20  years.   This  demonstrates  our  concern  that  large  expenditures  for  range 
improvement,  plus  disposal  of  agriculture  lands,  are  to  benefit  only  the  agri- 
culture interests,  with  a  little  bit  left  over  for  wildlife. 


Page  D-l.   Who  will  do  the  monitoring? 
Department  should  be  involved. 


The  Idaho  Fish  and  Game 


F-l.   An  unspecified  amount  of  the  20  year  increase  in  livestock 
AUMs  is  from  "Improved  Distribution".   This  could  be  detrimental  to  wildlife, 
because  it  moves  cattle  into  presently  ungrazed  areas  that  are  valuable  for 
wildlife.   This  should  be  discussed  and  reconsidered. 


These  remarks  have  been  coordinated 
Institute's  Western  Representative. 


'ith  William  B.  Morse,  the 


Sincerely,      s*\ 


Daniel  A.  Poole 
President 


In  general  we  prefer  Alternative  D,  protection  of  noncommodity 
resources.   We  urge  adoption  of  maximum  wilderness.   Only  12  percent  of  the 
1.69  million  acres  of  the  Jarbridge  area  are  in  wilderness  study  areas,  and 
commodity  uses  would  be  little  impacted  by  wilderness  classification.   The 
long-term  values  of  the  Snake  River  valley  would  benefit  from  wilderness. 

Our  principal  objection  to  the  plan  is  the  proposal  to  classify 
74,561  acres  for  agricultural  entry.   These  lands  are  some  of  the  most  pro- 
ductive on  the  area,  and  their  conversion  will  impact  adversely  almost  all 
wildlife,  especially  deer,  sage  grouse,  raptors,  curlew  and  nongame  species. 

Although  conversion  of  these  lands  to  agriculture  will  benefit 
Idaho's  economy,  it  will  reduce  the  economy  of  other  states  almost  as  much  as 
Idaho  gains.   (Page  4-54)   The  potential  wildlife  losses  are  not  worth  this 
small  national  gain. 

I  The  wildlife  population  figures  from  the  five  year  Idaho  Fish  and 

Game  plan  are  probably  met.   However,  the  Idaho  figures  should  be  included  in 
a  comparison  chart  with  BLM  figures. 
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December  5,  1984 


HO-I 


Mr.  Gary  Carson,  Jarbidge  Area  Manager 
Boise  District  Office  BLM 
3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  Idaho  83705 


Re:  Draft  Jarbidge  Resource  Manage- 
ment Plan  and  Environmental 
Impact  Statement,  August,  1984 


Dear  Mr.  Carson: 


We  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Jarbidge  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement,  August,  1984  and  compliment  you  on  the 
thoroughness  of  the  report.  We  were  particularly  pleased  to  find  the 
excellent  set  of  maps  which  greatly  facilitated  our  review.  On  behalf 
of  the  Minerals  Exploration  Coalition,  we  at  Tenneco  Minerals  support 
the  BLM  in  its  efforts  to  formulate  management  plans  and  hope  the 
following  comments  will  be  useful. 

The  issue  of  mineral  potential  is  addressed  in  the  report,  and 
although  this  is  a  welcome  and  commendable  effort  not  seen  in  some 
other  E1S  reports,  we  feel  that  much  is  being  overlooked.  When  we 
apply  our  considerable  experience  in  mineral  exploration  in  the  western 
U.S.  to  the  evaluation  of  the  mineral  potential  of  the  Jarbidge 
Resource  Area,  we  find  considerable  encouragement.  We  feel  that  the 
BLM  has  placed  too  much  emphasis  on  the  scarcity  of  surface  occurrences 
of  economic  minerals  and  not  enough  on  conceptual  reasoning.  We  would 
point  out  that  many  ore  deposits  around  the  world  have  been  discovered 
beneath  barren  surface  exposures.  Obviously  all  of  the  outcropping  ore 
bodies  in  the  U.S.  have  already  been  found  and  mined,  however  new 
deposits  continue  to  be  found  every  year.  The  key  to  discovering  these 
buried  or  blind  deposits  lies  in  the  ability  to  recognize  subtle 
geologic  features  that  are  known  to  be  associated  with  ore  deposits, 
even  though  the  ore  deposits  themselves  are  not  exposed.  This  is 
exactly  our  evaluation  of  the  rock  group  known  as  the  Idavada  Volcanics 
which  occur  over  vast  areas  of  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area,  including 
the  Bruneau  River-Sheep  Creek  and  the  Jarbidge  River  Wilderness  Study 
Areas.  Therefore  we  support  ALTERNATIVE  A,  the  "no  action" 
alternative.  We  feel  that  it  is  important  to  keep  this  ground  open  for 
future  mineral  exploration  because  it  does  offer  good  discovery 
potential.  Our  geologic  reasoning  for  this  recommendation  is  further 
developed  below. 


Sillitoe,  R.H.,  and  Bonham,  Jr.  H.F.,  1984,  Volcanic  landforms  and 
ore  deposits;  Econ.  Geol . ,  Vol.  79  pp.  1286-1298. 

References  covering  the  U.S.G.S.'s  recent  identification  of 
calderas  in  nearby  areas  include  U.S.G.S.  Circular  838  and  the 
numerous  reports  on  the  just  completed  Challis  Project. 

In  summary,  we  feel  that  previously  unrecognized  potential  for  mineral 
resources  does  exist  within  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area.  That  this 
potential  is  not  recognized  in  the  published  literature  points  out  the 
rapid  development  in  exploration  concepts  and  the  danger  in  relying 
solely  on  the  geological  literature  when  making  management  plans 
concerning  future  land  use.  The  input  of  highly  experienced 
exploration  geologists  is  irreplaceable. 

We  support  a  multi-use  plan  that  allows  access  and  mineral  resource 
exploration  and  development  until  complete  detailed  geological  field 
research  finds  no  potential  for  mineral  resources. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  present  our  comments. 


Respectively, 

TENNECO  MINERALS  COMPANY 


^ 


Ed  Speer 

Senior  Exploration  Geologist 
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The  favorability  of  the  Idavada  Volcanics  for  economic  mineral  deposits 
is  not  recognized  in  the  available  geologic  reports  on  this  part  of 
Idaho.   It  is  not  mentioned  in  either  of  the  two  GEM  Resource  Area 
reports  (1983)  or  a  key  geologic  report  by  Bennett  (1976, 
Reconnaissance  Geology  and  Geochemistry  of  the  South  Mountain  -  Juniper 
Mountain  Region,  Owyhee  Co.,  Idaho;  Idaho  Bur.  Mines  &  Geol.,  Pamphlet 
No.  166).  However,  Bennett's  report  establishes  the  Idavada  Volcanics 
as  having  caldera-related  origins,  while  the  GEM  reports  show  the 
widespread  occurrence  of  the  volcanics  in  the  areas  of  question.  There 
are  thousands  of  documented  mineral  deposits  associated  with  similar 
caldera  volcanics  in  Nevada,  Colorado,  New  Mexico,  Texas,  Arizona,  and 
even  elsewhere  in  Idaho. 

The  recognition  of  the  association  of  caldera-related  volcanics  and  ore 
deposits  is  a  recent  advancement  in  the  understanding  of  economic 
geology.  Much  of  the  U.S.  has  yet  to  be  "restudied"  in  detail, 
including  this  area   of  Idaho.  ■  In  the  past  six  years  alone,  the  U.S. 
Geological  Survey  has  identified  numerous  previously  unrecognized 
calderas,  several  with  significant  mineral  resources,  in  southeast 
Oregon  and  south  central  Idaho,  both  immediately  adjacent  to  the 
southwest  Idaho  area  in  question.  The  published  literature  on  the 
association  between  calderas  and  mineral  resources  is  truly  vast,  but 
the  following  general  references  demonstrate  the  significance  of  this 
recently  recognized  association: 

Rytuba,  J.J.,  1981,  Relation  of  calderas  to  ore  deposits  in  the 
western  United  States;  Ariz.  Geol.  Soc.  Digest,  Vol.  14. 

McKee,  E.H.,  1979,  Ash-flow  sheets  and  calderas:  Their  genetic 
relationship  to  ore  deposits  in  Nevada;  Geol.  Soc.  Am., 
Special  Paper  180. 

Steven,  T.A.  et.  al . ,  1974,  Relation  of  mineralization  to  calderas 
in  the  San  Juan  Volcanic  Field,  southwestern  Colorado, 
U.S.G.S.  Jour.  Research,  Vol.  2,  No.  4. 

Elston,  W.E.,  1978,  Mid-Tertiary  cauldrons  and  their  relationship 
to  mineral  resources,  southwestern  New  Mexico:  A  brief 
review.  New  Mexico  Geol.  Soc,  Special  Paper  No.  7. 

McAnulty,  N.,  1976,  Resurgent  cauldrons  and  associated  mineral- 
ization, Trans-Pecos,  Texas;  New  Mexico  Geol.  Soc,  Special 
Paper  No.  6. 
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Martin  J.  Zimmer 
BLM  Boise  District  Manager 
39A8  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  Idaho  83705 


Mr.  Zlnmer,  and  the  JRA  RMP/EIS  Team: 
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December  25,  1984 


Please  incorporate  the  below  considerations  and  recommendations  in  your  final 
management  plan,  and  add  this  letter  to  the  JRA  hearing  record. 

First,  I  would  like  to  comment  on  your  draft  document:   I  found  the  data  to 
be  well  tabulated,  and  noted  evidence  of  a  great  deal  of  work  on  the  infor* 
mation-gatherlng  segment;  however,  there  are  two  important  aspects  to  alter 
before  the  final  draft  Is  printed-   The  first  is  an  organizational  consideration: 
the  numbering  of  the  text  pages  should  be  consecutive  (no  xi,  vi,  etc.),  with 
the  exception  of  appendix  tables,  maps,  and  figures.   As  presently  organized, 
the  August  84  draft  is  terribly  difficult  to  use  because  of  its  organization. 
The  other  consideration  has  to  do  with  a  gross  omission  by  BLM  staff:   there 
is  much  noise  about  so-called  'economic  benefits'  of  development,  but  no  sig- 
nificant analysis  of  what  the  various  plans  will  mean  to  the  taxpayer,  rate- 
payer, or  future  owner  of  public  land  (I.e.  future  generations).   Realizing 
that  such  an  analysis  Is  difficult,  and  the  data  at  times  elusive  or  nonexistent, 
1  still  maintain  that  aspects  such  as  future  economic  benefit  of  recreation 
(and  what  will  be  the  magnatude  of  economic  and  aesthetic  loss  due  to  development), 
value  per  hunter/flsherman/hlker/boater  day,  loss  due  to  deficit  timber  sales  - 
both  immediate  losses,  and  future  costs  due  to  f Isheries/soils/wlldlife/recreation 
opportunities  losses,  subsidization  of  pumping  costs  by  ratepayers  (how  much 
would  be  saved  by  recommending  against  DLE  or  CA  projects),  subsidization  - 
actually  a  triple  subsidization  -  of  agricultural  development  (we  pay  farm 
price  supports,  pay  present  farmers  to  keep  land  Idle,  and  pay  for  the  devel- 
opment of  public  land  for  private  gain),  artificially  low  grazing  fees  (what 
about  unfair  competltllon  with  privately  owned  pastures?),  costs  of  mitigation 
efforts  for  soil  stabilization,  closure  of  roads,  reseedlng/reforestation 
costs,  stabilization/protection  of  riparian  areas,  et  al.   How  much  would  the 
public  ssve  by  recommending  the  least  intrusive  management  plan?  I  contend 
that  without  this,  and  related,  data,  It  Is  unrealistic  to  recommend  a 
development -oriented  option  such  as  your  preferred  alternative.   It  cannot 
be  justified  environmentally  or  economically.   It  precludes  options  and  results 
in  the  subsidized  destruction  of  our  public  land.   Land  stewardship  has  been 
replaced  by  lobbying  for  the  commodity  brokers.   Your  Alternative  D  is  by  far 
the  most  sound  in  terms  of  economics  and  ecology.   It  permits  the  greatest  degree 
of  true  multiple  use,  and,  along  with  the  recommendations  given  below,  offers 
the  most  hope  for  ethical  land  management,  cost-effective  use,  and  flexibility. 

I  recommend  that  you  adopt  Alternative  D  with  the  following  addit ions /& Iterations  : 

No  agricultural  development,  or  sale  or  exchange  to  permit  such  development  should 

occur.   No  lands  should  be  selected  for  DLE  or  CA.  status  or  disposal.   The 

Snake  River  and  the  ground  water  has  already  been  over-allocated.   In 

addition,  It  Is  criminal  to  require  the  ratepayer  to  subsidize  (for  s  second  time) 

development  of  additional  farm  land.   Loss  of  power  generation  capability  and 

a  $3.6  million  subsidization  in  electrical  costs  (your  figure)  cannot  be  tolerated, 

and  is  totally  unjustifiable  -  both  economically  and  environmentally. 

see  Page  2,  Jones 


Page  2,  Jones 
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The  entire  area  should  be  closed  for  DLE/CA  application.  Including  the  13,840 
acres  proposed  for  transfer  (this  transfer  should  not  occur). 

Livestock  gracing  should  be  reduced  to  100,000  AUMs  (or  less),  and  fees 
should  be  restructured  to  reflect  the  fair  market  value.   A  complete 
prohibition  should  be  Initiated  on  gracing  near  (1/2  mile  buffer)  riparian 
areas.   Fencing  should  concentrate  on  protection  of  riparian  and  grassland 
areas.  No  pipelines  or  water  projects  should  be  developed  on  the  JRA. 
Spring  snd  winter  range  grazing  restrictions  should  be  Implemented  to  foster 
habitat  Improvement. 

I  have  no  objection  to  the  use  of  prescribed  burning  to  encourage  favorable 
conditions  for  native  grasses  and  forbs .   However,  1  am  opposed  to  burning 
when  the  goal  Is  to  Increase  the  forage  for  livestock,  unless  significant 
wildlife  benefit  can  also  be  shown. 

The  BLM  should  cease  leasing  for  oil,  gas,  and  mineral  exploration/entry. 
There  Is  little,  If  any,  significant  value  In  minerals,  and  the  Impacts 
on  the  land  cannot  be  Justified.   Present  leases  should  be  allowed  to  expire 
without  option  for  renewal.   All  WSAs,  ACECs ,  SRMAs,  cultural,  and  paleo* 
ntologlcal  and  riparian  areas  should  be  permanently  withdrawn  from  mineral 
entry/lease.  Approximately  1.1  million  acres  of  the  JRA  should  be  wlthdawn 
from  mineral  exploration. 

All  208,888  acres  of  the  WSAs  should  be  recommended  for  official  status  as 
wilderness,  and  Salmon  Palls  Creek  should  be  designated  an  0NA  (Outstanding 
.Natural  Area).   The  King  Hill,  Bruneau-Sheep  Cr . ,  and  Jarbldge  River  WSAs 
deserve  protection  ss  wilderness,  should  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry,  and 
avoided  by  utility  ROWs .   If  not  officially  designated  as  wilderness,  the 
above  areas  should  be  managed  as  follows:   permanently  close  to  0RV  travel, 
establish  no  roads  or  ways,  withdraw  from  mineral  entry,  restrict  grazing, 
withdraw  from  utility  ROW  consideration,  and  otherwise  manage  to  enhance  the 
opportunity  for  solitude  and  to  maintain  a  natural  area.   ACEC  and  SRMAs 
ahould  receive  the  same  restrictions  on  use  ss  noted  above. 

1.2  million  acres  (or  707.)  of  the  JRA  should  be  closed  to  0RV  use.   All  winter 
range  areas  should  be  closed,  as  well  as  Fall  and  Spring  staging  areas,  with 
a  five-mile  buffer  from  0RV  intrusion.   Over  the  snow  vehicles  should  be 
restricted  to  maintained  roads  from  November  1  to  April  30. 

The  BLM  should  recommend  against  new  dam  projects  or  "water  development" 
projecta,  and  should  press  for  critical  ground  water  status  and  restriction 
for  the  entire  JRA.   Wildlife  use  and  habitat  should  recieve  priority  over 
livestock  grazing  in  allocating  a  limited  resource  such  as  water  in  the  JRA. 

Curiously,  I  find  It  necessary  to  remind  you  that  BLM-administered  land  1b 
public  land.   Land  stewardship,  not  exploitation  or  commodity  production, 
is  the  charge  of  the  BLM.   Alternative  D  is  the  minimum  level  of  curtailed 
use  that  is  reasonable,  provided  that  the  above  provisions  are  also  in- 
cluded. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  submit  cojg 


Robert  Jones 

1105  South  3rd  Street 

Pocatello,  Idaho  83201 
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Joseph  dimmer 
Manager,    Boise   District 
Bureau   of  Land   {management 
39^8   Development  jivenue 
Toise,    Idaho      e3705 

Lear  tor .    -immer: 

I  am  an  Idaho  resident  arid  user  of  th< 
i-lease  enter  the  following  comments  it 
the    draft  Ri/ii/i.l.j    for    the   uarbidbe    .'.e: 


uoise   district  i,L,.,  lands 
to    tne   record   conceri.ir.; 
ource   i..ar.agemer.t   ilan. 


1    find    the    draft   ttwr/_lo    for 
in   several    critical    areas: 


the   oarlidfofc-^r  Uiitau   deficient 


1)  The    economic    analysis    fails    to   include    uda  county    and    Twin 
Falls  County:    economic    inputs   and   impacts    from   the    use   of   the 
Brueneau-Jarbidge   clearly   extends    to    these    two   counties   ar.d 
the    omission   of  analysis   of  economic    factors   involving    these 
two  counties   is  quite    surprising. 

2)  The   draft   Rlil/EIJ   has   a  very   superficial   analysis    and 
organization    in   reviewing   all    spectrums   of  re-creation   in    the 
resource   area. 

3)  The    draft   Hi.il/ljl5    appears    to    have   no   mention   of  endangered 
species.      If   this   document  purports    to    be    an  ~nvinronmental 
Impact  statement,    your   staff  might  carefully   reqiev:    the    ret  ula- 
tions    they    are   required    to    follov  in   drafting   a  prcper  Zl.l . 

To   my   knowledge,    there    are    several    species   of   trout   in    the 
uruneau    land   possibly    the    Jarbidge),    plus    the    ..hite    -turgecn 
habitat   affected  in    the    ^nane   River,    tnat   should    be   considered 
in   describing   impacts   of   further  trazing   and  watershed   changes 
in    the    bruneau,    both    forks   of    the    Jarbidge,    ano   _heep  oreen. 
It  is  probably    that  endangered    or    tnreater.ed   bird   species,    Fuch 
as    reregrine    Falcons,    are    also  native    to    the    area.      „l-    far   ns 
flora  goes,    there    is  no   doubt    tnat    tne    Jarbidge   ..lpine/Lesert 
ecosystem  is   very   unique   in   its   extension   of  alpine   plant 
forms   into    the   Great   casin   province .      I    am  not   knowledgeable 
of   the   plant  species   but  what   I   nave    observed    in    the    bruneau 
and   Jarbidge    arouses   my   curiosity    as    the   rarity   of  various 
plantlife.      The    lack   of  analysis   of  rnre   plant   forms   in    the 
draft   rll.i1/i.li,    is   disturbing. 

^)      The   wilderness    boundaries   in    the    LLi-'i's   various   alternati  ve  :- 
are   wholly   inadequate,      ^ven    the    "best  case"    wilderness   dots 
not  preserve    the    ecosystem   intact   because    of   tne    failure    to 
include   plateau   lands    between    the    Jarbidl:e-urur:eau-..heep  ^.reek 
Rivers.      I   would   like    to   have    also   seen    a  better   map   or 
commentary  concerning    the  l.evada  designations    for    the    Jarbidge 
fountains   as    they    are    the   headwater  country    for   much   of   the 


Kr.    Joe    Zimmer,  -Manager 
Boise   District.    Bill 
39W   Development  Avenue- 
Boise,    Idaho        83705 


Dear  Mr .  - i mme r  , 


December  26,  19d1* 
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47.  b 


1    have   carefully   looked   over   the   proposals    for  wilderness   in 
the  Jarbi<ig#  Resource   hanagement   i  Ian   and  environmental   Impact 
statement    iJKiu— jjIo)  .      I    find    this   document  inconsistent. 

The   Jritof-ilo   has   an  inexcusable    bias    toward  commodity 
development   of   the   Resource   Area.      1    feel    that  more    than    12/-    1208,000 
WoA   of   the    1,690,000   BLW  acres)    of   the    land   administered   by    this 
agency   deserves  wilderness   consideration.      The   wilderness   alternatives 
Mis.  I        given   in   the   JKki-nlo   are   quite   skimpy.      i..any   areas    that   I    believe 
are   crucial    to  maintenance   of  a  quality   wilderness   in    the    Jarbidge 
were    excluded.      The    table    lands   above    the   canyons   and  many    tributaries 
of   the    Bruneau   and   Jarbidge   Rivers  were   generally   excluded    for 
reasons  poorly,    if  at  all,    explained   by    the    draft   JRhi-LIs. 

The    JRi'iL-LIJ   document  had  plenty   of  text  devoted   to  non-wilder- 
ness   uses    such   as   agriculture,    0RV    use    and  grazing    labks) .      But  in 
the    same   breath,    so    to   speak,    there   is   discussion   of   the   poor 
existing  quality   of  the    table    lands.      Furthermore,    with   the    BLu.'s 
proposed   increase   of   these   multiple    uses,    the    lands  would   suffer 
even   more,    degrading    from   "poor"    to   something   even   more • damaged . 
Where    is    the    sense   in    this   document? 

If  wilderness   is   to   be   considered   at  all,    let's  not  do    a  poor 
job  of  it.      Wilderness  was   definitely   shortchanged   in    the   draft 
proposal    so   I    hope    the    final   document  contains   many   changes. 
I   recommend    that   the   entire   draft  be   rewritten  with   some   reasonable 
proposals  not  only    for  wilderness,    but   for  all    uses  of   the   public's 
resources   in   the    Bruneau- Jarbidge . 

Thank  you    for    the    opportunity    to   comment.      rlease    keep   me 
informed   of  the   progress   of  this  management  unit. 


V7.7 


■n.f 


sincerely, 


Kirk  Vincent 
2037  A  Hearst 
Berkeley,  CA 
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resource   area.       i'he    "low  wilderness  quality"    you  describe 
on    the   western  plateau   of   the    Jarbidge    on  -colo(  ical   ~cndi tions   .-.a 
3-2   does  not   agree   with   other   statements   referring    to    "t,ood 
wilderness  characteristics"    for   the    same    lands.      It   is   very 
difficult   to   discern   who   outlined    and   vmy    they    outlined    the 
wilderness   analysis   in    tht   way   it  was   done.      it   appears    to 
be   a  scattering    of   tnoughts,    with    the    Z0   pa^e    appendix   in 
the    back   almost   as    an    afterthought.      rcrwarcing   recoi ..ruendaticns 
to    the    President   and   congress   on   such  a  poorly   organized 
wilderness   study  would   give   me  pause  .      1    nope   -ongressner.   v/ill 
be    alerted    to    the    inadequacies   of   the    study   and    its   alternatives 
before    taking   any   action.      Terhaps    the   whole   wilderness   sectior. 
should   be   rewritten   in    a   separate   document. 

5)      Management  practices   and   recommendations   in    the   draft   rfl..j-/nl_ 
are    also   contradictory   and   poorly   outlined.      The   impacts   of 
further  pumping,    roadways   and    increased   grazing   are   not 
analyzed   in  depth,    particularly   in   regard    to   erosior    and 
the   economic    analysis.       The   comments   about   "unmanageabili ty" 
of  certain   wilderness   designations    are   quite    unfounded,    with 
not  discernable   criteria   set    forth    for  <vb.at  makes   an   area 
manageable.      The   manageability   of  an   increased   riLi-i,    as   proposed 
in  many   places,    is  certainly  questionable   because   much   of   the 
range    is   already   in   a   degraded   condition.       Thert    are   measurable- 
objectives    for    judging   soil    arid   water  conditions  when    the 
commodity   output   or    l.O.    use    is   increased.      Likewise,    ue-asurenen ts 
can   be   made    for  phe   beneficial   results   of  increased  wilderness, 
tat*   hydrologically ,    biologically   and   economically. 

In  summary,    the    draft   xii-.i/^x^    for    the    Jarbidge    resource    area 
is   a  shockingly  poor   document   uoth    for    future    r.anaet^ent   of 
the   lands   and    for  wilderness   designation.      i   recommend    that 
you   alter  your  planning  cycle    and   redraft   this   document  with 
more    informed   analysis   and   reasoned   alternatives. 

1    appreciate    the    opportunity    to   comment  on    lands   I    Know   ar.d 
enjoy.      llease    keep   me    informed   of  your  next   steps   in    the 
planning    for   the    Jarbidge   Resource    area. 


94709 


sincerely    yours 
;.ay   liummel 
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Jack  Trueblood 
Rt.  3  Box  3496 
Nampa,  ID  83651 

Dec.  27,  1984 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


DEPS1  -84 


GEOLOGICAL  SURVEY 
RESTON,  VA    22092 


ouieuu  ot  Ljnfl  Manifiemer 
Boi«  District 


In  Reply  Refer  To: 
WGS-Mail    Stop  423 


Mr.  Joe  Zimmer,  Manager 
Boise  District  BLM 
3948  Development  Ave. 
Boise,  ID  83705 

Dear  Mr.  Zimmer: 

Please  enter  this  letter  into  the  record  of  testimony  on  the  Draft   Jarbidge 
Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

As  a  member  of  the  Committee  for  Idaho's  High  Desert,  I  support 
their  proposals  for  management,  including  a  340,000  acre  wilderness  for  the 
Bruneau- Jarbidge  and  surrounding  plateaus.     One  of  the  major  arguments  that 
crops  up  against  wilderness  in  BLM  areas  is  manageability,  and  I  think  this 
is  an  issue  that  your  agency  should  learn  to  deal  with  early  in  the  BLM  wilderness 
issue  which  is  upcoming  throughout  the  west.     Traditional  forest  wilderness 
has  been  comporitively  easy  to  manage  because  terrain  limits  access,  and  it 
is  easy  to  understand  the  problems  faced  by  BLM.     However,  with  this  issue 
comes  the  inherent  mandate  for  your  agency  to  learn  to  manage  any  wilderness, 
not  just  those  which  demonstrate  ease  of  management.     It  would  be  for  better, 
in  my  view,  for  BLM  to  understand  the  requirements  of  managing  any  area 
Congress  may  designate  rather  than  to  be  forced  to  deal  with  the  problem 
after  such  designation.     The  Wilderness  Act  does  not  say  that  federal  agencies 
will  manage  wilderness  areas  which  are  easy,  just  that  they  will  manage  them. 
To  drop  plateaus  and  other  adjacent  areas  which  are  port  of  the  integral  system 
because  of  manageability  problems  is  not,  in  my  view,  a  valid  proposition  under 
the  Wilderness  Act. 

I  support  the  BLM  proposal  for     the  King  Hill  wilderness. 

I  support  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  status  for  the  Bruneau- Jarbidge 
and  Sheep  Creek,   including  the  East  fork  of  the  Jarbidge. 

As  in  the  other  EIS  comments  I  have  entered,  I  am  concerned 
ab  out  the  impacts  on  wildlife  habitat  for  the  benefit  of  livestock  and  agriculture. 
At  one  time  sagehen  were  plentiful  everywhere  in  Owyhee  County,  but  with 
development  their  numbers  and  habitat  areas  have  declined.     They  are  o  species 
which  is  non-compatible  with  development,  and  the  surest  protection  for  them 
would  come  with  wilderness  status  and  limited  livestock   impact  on  rangelond. 
I  question  the  benefits  which  accrue  to  sage  grouse  from  burning/seeding  operations 
which  occur  primarily  for  the  benefit  of  livestock.     Elk  were  o  native  species 
in  much  of  the  west  but  were  eradicated  when  ranching  intensified.     This  area 
presents  an  opportunity  to  restore  elk  to  such  localities  for  the  benefit  of 
future  Americans. 

The  proposal  to  support  large  agricultural  developments  is  totally 
unreasonable  for  many  reasons,  not  the  least  being  the  destruction  of  portions 
of  the  desert  ecosystem.     With  farm  economy  down,  and  farmers  going  bankrupt 
at  a  rate  not  seen  since  the  great  depression,  it  seems  ridiculous  to  open  more 
large  expanses  for  agriculture.     In  addition,   the  availability  of  water  is  a  question 
not  yet  resolved.     Snake  River  water  is  limited,  and  the  availability  of  water 
for  deep-well  pumping  is  questionable.     Topsoil  erosion  from  large  developments 
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To:      District  Office,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Boise,  Idaho 

From:     Assistant  Director  for  Engineering  Geology 

Subject:  Review  of  resource  management  plan  and  draft  environmental  state- 
ment for  Jarbridge  Resource  Area,  Idaho 

The  following  comments  are  intended  to  supplement  those  in  our  memorandum  of 
December  3. 

We  have  found  it  difficult  to  assess  potential  impacts  of  wilderness  desig- 
nation or  other  land  use  decisions  on  energy  and  mineral  resources  of  the 
jarbridge  area  because  of  the  scarcity  of  data  in  the  environmental  statement 
and  management  plan.  We  found  no  description  of  the  geology  of  the  area  or 
maps  showing  known  or  potential  energy  or  mineral  resources.  Historical 
exploration  and  mining  activities  are  described  {DES:  p.  3-23,  3-26)  with- 
out any  indication  of  possible  future  activities.  The  only  description  of 
mineral  potential  under  the  preferred  alternative  is  the  statement  that 
"The  areas  are  not  favorable  for  the  discovery  of  metallic  minerals  and 
have  only  a  low  to  moderate  favorability  for  industrial  minerals  (diatomite)" 
(DES:  p.  4-53).  No  supporting  evidence  is  provided  for  this  assertion. 


James  F.  Devine 
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is  reaching  alarming  proportions  nationwide,  and  I  should  think  that  federal 
agencies  would  attempt  to  limit  opportunities  rather  than  encourage  them. 
Also,  as  long  as  there  are  programs  like  PIK  in  force,  which  pay  farmers  not 
to  grow  crops,  it  seems  ridiculous  to  encourage  further  exploitation  of  public 
land  to  make  a  bad  situation  worse.     All  too  often  those  who  profit  from  such 
ventures  ore  large  companies  or  other  sources  of  investment  cash,  and  the 
farming  community/economy  itself  does  not  really  benefit. 

It  is  very  disappointing  that  the  economic  analysis  of  the  draft 
RMP  attributed  little  or  nothing  to  the  presence  of  game  animals,  but  spent 
neorly   two  pages  extolling  the  benefits  of  livestock;  even  going  into  comment'; 
on  the  value  of  grazing  permits  in  other  states.     A  survey  of  hunters  and  fishermen 
would  demonstrate  the  value  of  wildlife  to  the  local  economy.     For  instance, 
SL  I         a  large  number  of  federal-payroll  people  from  the  Mountain  Home  air     base 

enjoy  the  wildlife  of  the  area.     They  buy  gas  and  provisions  in  Mountain  Home 
and  in  many  cases  never  leave  the  area  covered  by  the  RMP.     Others  from 
Boise  and  the  rest  of  southwest  Idaho  enjoy  this  area,  but  the  income  derived 
from  recreation  was  not  even  mentioned  here  where  comparison  would  have 
been  interesting  and  useful. 

It  is  rather  sad  that  so  many  groups  must  fight  for  wilderness 
designationto  keep  these  types  of  land  from  destruction.  When  I  was  a  boy 
it  seemed  thot  the  huge  area  you  manage  as  the  Boise  District  was  a  permanent 
fixture.  Folks  in  the  Boise  Valley  termed  most  of  it  desert,  and  those  who 
used  it  were  ranchers,  hunters  and  rockhounds.  Virtually  no  one  knew  about 
the  special  places  deep  in  Owyhee  County  like  the  Canyonlands,  the  Bruneau, 
or  Jacks  Creek. 

Now  it  is  obvious  that  such  places  are  not  inviolote  fixtures, 
for  we  have  to  plan  thier  future.     Improved  access  has  opened  your  district 
up  to  an  entire  new  group  of  users,   from  agriculture  to  naturalists,  and  each 
wants  thier  special  type  of  use  to  continue.     All  of  us  seem  to  want  the  "character" 
of  the  Owyhee  country  to  remain  intact,  from  the  rancher  who  takes  pride 
in  his  ability  to  survive  in  a  rugged  land  to  the  wilderness-purist  who  hopes 
to  save  some  parcels  of  high  desert  grassland. 

Your  dictate  from  the  government  is  to  preserve  these  lands 
for  thier  public  owners,  and  to  manage  them  in  the  public  interest.     That  so 
many  should  fight  for  wilderness,  is,  1  think,  indicative  of  the  public's  awareness 
that  America's  vast  storehouse  of  natural  areas  is  past  its  zenith,  and  declining 
at  a  rapid  rate.     Since  industrial,  commercial  and  agricultural  interests  are 
consumptive  uses  which  leave  these  areas  unfit  for  preservation  in  a  natural 
state,  the  public  is  supporting  protection  in  the  most  legally  sure  way  available 
today  -  inclusion  in  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation  System. 

Seeing  the  changes  that  have  taken  place  in  Owyhee  County  since 
the   l?50's,  and  how  long-lasting  the  scars  can  be,  brings  me  to  the  realization 
thot  wilderness  boundaries  are  the  only  way  to  insure  that  future  generations 
will  be  able  to  understand  how  we  found  the  Owyhee  country  -  and  why  we 
thought  it  was  worth  saving. 


.Thank  you, 
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Mr.  Gary  Garson,  Jarbidge  Area  Manager 
Boise  District  Office,  BLM 
3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  ID    83705 

Dear  Mr.  Garson: 


I  have  reviewed  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Manaagement  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement,  and  was  disappointed  to  find  no  mention 
of  Threatened  and  Endangered  plant  species.   I  would  like  to  point  out 
that  two  Federal  Category  2  plants  are  known  to  occur  within  the  Resource 
Area,  Erigeron  latus  and  Lepidium  davisii. 

As  you  probably  know,  Category  2  plants  are  those  plants  for  which 
we  currently  have  inadequate  data  to  support  listing  as  either  Threatened 
or  Endangered.   While  public  agencies  are  required  to  consider  only  those 
species  which  have  either  Threatened  or  Endangered  status  in  their 
management  actions,  it  is  to  the  best  interest  of  land  managers  and  the 
general  public  to  consider  candidate  species  also.   In  fact,  consideration 
of  candidate  taxa  in  management  actions  is  probably  the  best  way  to  avoid 
listing  of  these  species  as  Threatened  or  Endangered. 

I  would  also  like  to  point  out  that  both  Astragalus  mulf ordiae  and 
Astragalus  camp to pus  (both  also  Category  2  species)  are  historically  or 
currently  known  from  within  a  few  miles  of  the  Resource  Area  border  and  (hey 
could  reasonably  be  expected  to  be  found  within  it. 

Finally,  some  statement  to  the  effect  that  state  sensitive  plant  species 
will  be  considered  in  management  actions  would  be  appropriate.   It  is  the 
moral,  if  not  legal,  obligation  of  Federal  agencies  to  manage  public  lands 
with  due  consideration  for  the  natural  heritage  of  the  citizens  of  Idaho. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  RMP  and  EIS. 

Sincerely, 

Steve  Caicco,  Botanist/Ecologist 
Idaho  Natural  Heritage  Program 
4696  Overland  Road,  Suite  518 
Boise,  ID   83705 


Jock  Trueblood 
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Mr..  Joe   Zlramer,    Manager 
Boise    District    BLM 
39^B    Development    Avenue 
Boise,    Idaho      8370< 

Dear   Friends, 

I    am   writing   to    comment   about    the   Jarbidge    HMi>/EIS.       I 
am   urging    that    the  area   be  managed    In    such   a    way   as    to    stabilize 
erosion  and   to    protect    wilderness   values.      These  are   public 
lands   which    I   use   and  on   which    taxes    I   pay   are    spent, 

As  a   backpacker  and   photographer,    I   have   rained  a    straw 
appreciation  of    the   wilderness   values  of    the    Bruneau /Jarbldge/ 
Sheep   Creek    Canyonlands  and    the    surroundlntr   plateaus.      I've    seen 
a    substantial    portion  of    the    Bruneau   and   all   of    Sheep    Creek. 
I    essentially   know    the    Bruneau    from    the  mouth  of    the   canyon 
up   to    near   the   confluence   w!th    Sheep   Creek,    and    I've   traveled 
Sheep    Creek    inside   and  out.      My    experiences   with    these   canyon- 
lands   convince  me    that    they    should    be   preserved   as   wilderness 
and    not   be   compromised    to    any  use   that    could   degrade    tbem. 
The   canyons  and    their    surrounding   plateaus   are  a   valuable 
resource    for   this   and    future   eeneratlons.      The   3^0, 000-acre 
wilderness   proposal   of    the    Committee    for   Idaho's   Hlffh    Desert 
Is   the  only    reasonable   proposal    for   wilderness    In    this  area, 
A   rlm-to-rim    wilderness   as   proposed   by    the    BLM    Is   not   acceptable. 
The   plateaus  are   part  of    the   canyon   ecosystem.      A  person   walklne 
the   canyon    rims    encounters    the   plateau    country   as   part  of    the 
experience,    and    the    experience   as  a   whole   will    be    Irrecoverably 
degraded    If    the   plateaus  ar.e   not   managed   as   wilderness.       Wildlife 
species    such   as  mule   deer  and   coyotes   need    the   plateau  area    to 
be   protected  as   part   of    their  habitat. 

We  are   told    In    the    RMF/EIS  that    the   plateaus  are    In   poor 
ecological    condition  and    that    they   cannot    be    ecr nomlcal ly  managed 
is   wilderness.      I    think    that    the  area    still    retains   great 
attractiveness    in    spite  of   ecological    problems    such   as    Invasion 
by   cheatfrass.      The   experience  of   looklntr  and    walking  across 
all    those  miles  of   desert    Is  an   experience   that    should   be 
preserved    somewhere    for   future   cenerat Ions,    and   near  an 
Impressive   canyon    Is  a   eood    place    to    do    It.      Further  degradation 
should    not   be  allowed    to   occur.      The   cost  of  management    is  a 
function  of  methods  of  management   and    Is    relative    to    the   cost 
of  other   forms  of  manitrement.       I    think    cost-effective  roanafre- 
iient   methods  are   worth    developing   whether   they    exist   at   present 
or  not.      The   cost  of    the   present    form   of  management,    which 
emphasizes   cattle   and    is   for    the   benefit   of   cattlemen  only, 
Is  unreasonably    expensive    In    terms  of   both   money   and    environ- 
mental   degradation.      It's    time    to    try  management    for  values 
that   can   be   passed   on    to    future   generations.      The   potential 
of    this  a*-ea    for  wilderness  and   wildlife    Is  outstanding. 

Although    I've   never  been    in  any   part  of    the   Camas   Trail- 
Bennett   Hills   wilderness,    I've  heard   cood    things    said  about 
the  area.      I'm   triad    the    BLM    Is    recommending   wilderness    for 
the  area,    especially    considering   that    there    is    elk   winter  habitat 
to   protect   there. 

I    strongly  oppose   any   plans    to    Increase   cattle   grazing, 
3fid    I    question   whether  converting   public    land    to    agricultural 
private  use   to    be   plowed   and   planted    Is  a   wood    Idea.       Both 
cattle  and   homesteadlng   cause   hlirh   levels  of    erosion  and 
sedimentation.      Cattle  are   possibly    the   worse   problem  of    the 
two    if  homesteadlng   Is  occurring  only  on  deep   soils..    One  of 
my   concerns    is   that   cattle   grazing    Is  occurring    in   places 
where    erosion   threatens   to    reduce   large    tracts  of   land    to    bare 
rock  or  cause   the    soil    to    become    so    thin   that   native   vegetation 
cannot    compete   with    species   like   cheatrrass.      The   cow   is   not 
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Filer,  Idaho  83328 
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Mr.  Gary  Carson  -  Jarbidge  Area  Manager 
Boise  District  Office  BLM 
3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  Idaho  83705 

Dear  Mr.  Carson: 

In  regard  to  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact 
Statement,  we  would  like  to  make  the  following  comments  to  record  our  con- 
cern of  the  lack  of  involvement  of  users  in  this  plan  and  report: 

II)   In  Unit  Number  1024  you  have  designated  the  range  conditions  as 
poor  (Map  P3-2).  We  would  like  to  know  your  basis  for  this 
evaluation. 

Me  have  always  made  conscientious  use  of  our  range  land  and  we 
believe  that  it  has  improved  over  the  years.  The  limiting  factor 
on  most  range  land  of  this  type  is  the  amount  of  rainfall  that 
occurs.  We  believe  that  brush  and  weed  control  would  be  the 
greatest  help  to  the  condition  of  the  range  instead  of  increasing 
the  fuel  for  threatening  range  fires.  Rainfall  and  soil  are 
still  going  to  be  the  limiting  factor  regardless  with  what  we  do. 

2)  Our  records  from  our  grazing  licences  do  not  agree  with  those  in 
the  Statement  in  regards  to  the  number  of  AUMs  for  Unit  1024. 

3)  During  the  years  that  we  have  been  using  this  range  have  not  had 
an  agent  from  the  BLM  go  over  the  range  with  us.  We  can  not  see 
how  you  can  make  a  management  plan  or  impact  statement  like  these 
accurately  without  the  involvement  of  users. 

In  conclusion  we  think  that  the  users  should  have  been  consulted  and 
advised  during  the  preparation  of  this  management  and  impact  statement  and 
we  would  like  to  discuss  our  concerns  with  you  on  a  one-to-one  basis. 


sli 


Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 


Sincerely, 

Gilbert  F.  DeKlotz 

Vice  President  of  Operation 

2D0  Inc. 

Route  #1 

Filer,  Idaho  83328 
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in   harmony    with    the   ecology  of    the   desert  out    there.      Wildlife, 
not   cattle,    are   the  animals    the  area    should   be  managed    for. 
Cattle   grazing  on   public    lands  accounts   for   too    small    a   portion 
of    the    economy   to    be   worth    the   price    taxpayers  and    wildlife 
are   paylnff   to    subsidize   the   cattle    Industry.. 

The   plans    to    promote    Wild   and    Scenic    River    status 
for   the   Bruneau-Jarbldge  and    Sheep    Creek  are   pleasing.      The 
Wild  and    Scenic    River    should    Include   the    East    Fork   of    the 
Jarbidge    so    the    river   ecosystem    will    be   protected   all    the   way 
to    the   Jarbidge   Wilderness. 

The   proposal    to    reintroduce   elk^lnto    the    Jarbidtre   country 
Is    some  of    the   best   news    the    HMP   brought.      And   all    plans    to 
clve   protection    to    biff   game    winter  habitat   are    commendable.. 
Winter  habitat   is  an    Important   limiting   factor  deciding    the 
upper  limit  on   the    numbers  of   wildlife   which    the    resource   area 
will    support. 

What   I    would   like    to    see   is  a    steady    increase    in   the 
numbers  of   wildlife  and   a    steady   decrease    in   the   numbers  of 
cattle.      I    don't   know  how  much    wildlife    the   area   will    support, 
but    what    that    figure    is    Is   a    valid    topic    for   public 
discussion.      The   BLM    should    come   up   with   a   formula    for 
estimating   how  much   wildlife,    especially   visible   wildlife 
such   as   Mr   aame  and    species   which   are   critical    to    the   balance 
of   nature  out    there,    the   area   will    support..     After   the   formula, 
the   next    step    is   coming   up   with    some    figures  and   making   them 
public.       At   present    the'land    is   being  managed    for   the   benefit 
of  an    interest   arroup,    the   cattlemen,    which    Is    expensive   to 
maintain  on   the   public   lands. 

I    would   have   nothing  asalnst   cattle   if   I    did   not   believe 
cattle   are    causinn-   unreasonable   levels  of    erosion   out    there. 
Most   developments   designed    to    accommodate   cattle   are   not 
particularly   bothersome    to   me    from   a    scenic    standpoint.      What 
I  don't  like  are  roads  and   erosion..    Future  fenerations  have 
the   riffht    to    see  a   landscape  unscarred    by    roadlntr  and    erosion. 
Fences   all    over   the   place  are   not   healthy    for   wildlife   which 
has   to   risk  getting  hunor  up   in  fences  all    the   time  of  course. 
The  heart   of    the  matter    Is   that    the   soil    and    the   plant    communitle 
which   are   native  out    there   have  value    to    wildlife  and    to 
future    venerations.      Cattle   grazing    is   hurting   the   wildlife  and 
causing    erosion  of    the   soil.      Cattle   crazing    Is   not    the  use  of 
the   land    which    is  roost   appropriate..    Criteria    for  appropriateness 
are    scientific-  value,    esthetic   value,    recreational    value,    and 
economic    value  amontr  other  values.      Ugly    scars  on   the   land, 
desertification,    and   destruction  of    native   plant   and   animal 
communities  are    the    sort  of    things   that   are   disillusioning  and 
are   contrary    to    orenerativl  ty.      Generatlvity    Is   life,    being 
solicitous    for   the    future,    and    the  holistic    reasonableness  of 
living  and    rejoicing   in  harmony   with    nature.      That   land   will 
support   uses   which    benefit   people  and   which   are    sounder   than 
increases    in   cattle   grazing.      The   debate  over  whether  high 
densities  of   cattle  out    there   are   possible  unaccompanied   by 
unreasonable  destruction  and  unreasonable  cost   is  over,      Hie 
debate   was   not   won   by    the   cattle. 


Jan.    ?,    1°°5 
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T  am  sending  this  letter  in  PROTEST  of  the  lands  T^S  RQE  Sec.  1°,  2o 
located  around  and  bordering  ny  deeded  land  T^S  R?E  Sec  19  Lots  1,2 
K2N",  E2NW,  Sec  19  TfS   R^E.  I  noticed  this  propsal  in  this  new 
Jarbidge  Resource  book.  I  will   be  looking  to  get  these  lands  amended 
in  the  proposal.  I  cannot  see  the  reasoning  for  withdrawing  these 
lands  from  agricultural  disposal  in  the  immediate  future  (**-5  yrs. ). 

I  only  hope  that  my  proposed  developement  of  the  deeded  ground  that 
lies  in  the  -niddle  of  these  lands  is  not  the  reason  these  lands  are 
withdrawn. 

You  will  be  hearing  from  me  about   the  amendment  on  this  decision. 


Sincerely, 

Weston  D.   Farris 


Sincerely,. 
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Brent   Knapp 


Robert  Barton 
Diamond  A  Ranch 
Rogerson,  Idaho  8 

December  31,  1984 
Mr.  Gary  Carson 

Jarbidge  Resource  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  Idaho   83705 

Dear  Gary: 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  you  have  given  us  to  comment  on  the 
Jarbidge  RMP/EIS  Draft  and  would  like  to  add  the  following  written  comment 
to  the  statement  I  made  at  the  hearing  in  November. 
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The  Diamond  A  is  a  cow-calf 
and  federal  lands  in  a  year  round 
the  American  Consumer.   We  take  pr 
able  resource  into  a  high-protien 
that  at  a  rate  of  about  a  half  mil 
We  believe  in  the  concept  of  multi 
and  do  not,  indeed  cannot,  condone 
or  public  rangelands.   A  healthy, 
important  single  requirement  for 
resent  the  charges  leveled  at  the 
special  interest  groups  concerning 


peration  which  utilizes  private,  state, 
grazing  program  to  produce  food  for 

our  ability  to  convert  a  renew- 
food  source  and  are  presently  doing 
lion  pounds  of  on-hoof  beef  per  year, 
pie  use  -  sustained  yield  management 

overgrazing  and  abuse  of  private 
productive  resource  base  is  the  most 

viable  livestock  operation,  and  I 
livestock  industry  in  general  by  various 

livestock  grazing  on  public  lands. 


Although  the  passage  of  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act  was  an  important 
step  in  reversing  the  trend  toward  overgrazing  and  abuse  of  our  Western 
Rangelands,  the  more  recent  progress  in  the  science  of  range  imanagement 
has  given  us  the  knowledge  and  techniques  to  improve  the  resource  and 
benefit  all  user  groups.   The  BLM  is  to  be  commended  for  its  work  as 
a  public  land  management  agency  in  putting  the  science  of  range  management 
to  work  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  multiple  uses  of  the  range  resource. 

I  am  very  concerned,  however,  with  the  future  of  public  land  management 
after  trying  to  read  and  understand  the  RMP/EIS  Draft  for  the  Jarbidge 
Resource  Area.   I  realize  the  constraints  on  time  and  money  the  plan 
was  written  under,  and  perhaps  this  explains  how  resource  managers  with 
the  education  and  experience  of  your  writing  team  came  up  with  such 
a  document.   I  also  am  of  the  opinion  that  land  management  by  court  order 
does  not  give  the  agency  the  best  shot  at  good  multiple  use  management 
of  the  public  rangelands. 


In  commenting  on  the  draft  may  I  first  point 
crepencies  that  make  the  plan  hard  to  understand: 


The  stated  purpose  of  the  RMP/EIS. 


number  of  dis- 
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On  pages  iii  and  71  of  the  RMP,  and  page  i  of  the  EIS,  you 
say  that  the  purpose  of  the  plan  is  to  "ensure  that  the  public 
lands  and  resources  are  managed  in  accordance  with  the  principles 
of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  as  required  by  FLPMA." 


On  page  1  of  the  RMP,  and  page  1-1  of  the  EIS, 


say    that 


70.5- 
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some  having  substantial  increases".  Appendix  table  F-4  on  pag 
F-ll  shows  that  under  the  preferred  alternative  40  allotments 
will  show  an  increase,  31  allotments  will  show  a  decrease,  and 
will  stay  the  same. 
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It  is  difficult  to  understand  the  above  statements 


nd  how  they  re 


late  to  the  resource  management  guidlines  identified  on  pages  78  and  79 
Df  the  RMP. 


Special  Recreation  Management  Areas 

Page  iv  of  the  RMP  indicates  the  upper  Jarbidge  and  Cougar 
Canyon  areas  to  be  designated  SRMA's.  Page  11  of  the  RMP,  and 
4-50  of  EIS,  lists  6  SRMA's  including  Bruneau-Jarbidge  Rivers  and 
and  Jarbidge  forks. 


Is  Cougar  Canyon  reco 


ended  for  designation 


Special  Recreati 
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The  proposed  change  in  ecological  condition  under  Alternative  C. 

Page  8  of  the  RMP  states  that  40,000  acres  of  fair  and  63,000 
acres  of  poor  condition  range  would  be  improved  under  this  alternative. 
The  statement  is  also  made  that  "the  area  contains  significant 
acreage  of  rangeland  with  high  potential  for  improvement  through 
vegetative  manipulation  and  improved  livestock  management  techniques". 

On  page  9  it  says  that  on  poor  condition  ranges  livestock  use  will 
be  decreased  to  levels  that  will  allow  for  improvement  in  range 
condition. 

Page  v  of  the  EIS  says  that  native  range  will  remain  unchanged 

for  good-fair  condition  and  that  poor  condition  range  will  be  reduced 

by  9Z. 

Page  4-44  of  the  EIS  says  only  2950  acres  would  improve  from  poor 
to  fair  or  better,  and  that  40,000  acres  would  improve  from  fair  to 
good  or  better. 
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figure?  Will  good-fair  range  improve  or  not? 

On  page  67  of  the  RMP  you  state  that  bighorn  habitat  is  to 
be  managed  for   good  ecological  condition. 

Page  81  says  that  all  poor-fair  sites  on  wildlife  habitat  areas 
will  be  managed  for  good  condition. 

Page  44  of  RMP  states  the  goal  as  to  maintain  the  existing  ecological 
condition  for  MUA  10. 

How  is  this  possible  since  most  of  Ml! A  10  is  mapped  as  poor 
condition? 

Jarbidge  Wilderness  Study  Area 

Page  12  of  the  RMP  says  that  the  area  has  limited  access  and  is 


10. 
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"the  basic  purpose  of  this  plan  is  to  ensure  that  public  lands 
will  be  managed  in  accordance  with  FLPMA,  under  the  principles 
of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield,  and  other  principles  as 
outlined  in  BLM  planning  regulations." 

What  are  the  "other  principles"  referred  to,  and  does  FLPMA 
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stipulate  management  by  any  principle 


LOtlple 


and  sustained  yield? 

Why  isn't  the  plan  consistant  in  stating  it's  purpose? 

Key  issues  to  be  resolved  by  the  RMP/EIS. 

On  page  iii  of  the  RMP,  and  page  i  of  the  EIS,  you  make  ref- 
erence to  10  key  issues  identified  by  the  public.  Only  8  are 
listed  and  minerals  and  energy  are  omitted.   Page  iii  of  the  RMP 
addresses  3  special  management  concerns  while  page  i  of  the 
EIS  addresses  4  special  management  concerns. 

On  pages  3-6  and  page  17  of  the  RMP  9  issues  and  4  management 
concerns  are  identified.   Page  17  of  the  RMP,  and  page  i  of  the 
EIS,  identifies  access  as  a  concern  while  page  6  of  the  RMP  says 
access  was  a  concern  but  is  not  addressed  in  the  plan. 


The  issu 


nd  conce 


uld  be  consistant  throughout  the  plan. 


3.   Initial  and  long  term  stocking  levels. 

On  page  iii  of  the  RMP,  and  page  v  of  the  EIS,  you  say  initial 
stocking  will  be  172,493  AUM's,  a  6%    increase  over  current  levels. 

Page  8  of  the  RMP  says  that  livestock  stocking  rates  will  be 
increased  about  5Z   over  current  levels  at  the  end  of  5  years, 
after  20  years  there  will  be  a  55%  increase  over  current  levels, 
and  that  the  initial  stocking  rate  will  be  172,000  AUM's. 

On  page  4-43  and  4-44  of  the  EIS  you  suggest  a  6%  increase  over 
the  short  term  and  a  667.   increase  in  stocking  level  over  20  years. 

Page  4-55  says  short  term  stocking  rates  to  increase  by  16,000 
AUM's  raising  to  an  increase  of  127,000  AUM's  in  the  long  term. 
Page  4-44  says  short  term  increase  of   9,000  AUM's  and  a  long  term 
increase  of  108,000  AUM's. 

Page  2-3  of  the  EIS  says  alternative  A  is  "The  proposed  action 
for  grazing".   Page  4-4  states  that  under  alternative  A  "no  adjustments 
in  short  term  AUM's  are  proposed".   Page  2-9  indicates  a  conflict 
between  alternatives  A  and  C  concerning  range  resources. 
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in  fair  and  good  ecological  condition. 


Page  J-ll  of  the  EIS  suggests  good  access  roads, 
etc.  in  the  area. 


Map  3-2  shows  most  of  the  area  in  poor  conditi 
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se  of  mobility 


used  to  desc 


access  to  the  area  he  defined  as  limited  with  "good 
oads  and  the  ease  of  mobility  across  the  flat  tableland" 


What  is  the 


of  the  area? 


Cultural  Resources 


Page  14-RMP  states  that  there  are  47  dry  lake  beds  between  the 
Bruneau  and  Jarbidge  Rivers  to  receive  protection. 

Page  4-35  of  EIS  says  65  dry  lakes  site  will  receive  protection 
through  nomination  and  acceptance  to  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places. 


Page  3-21  of  the  EIS  also 
of  the  Bruneau  River. 


How  many  sites  are  there,  where 


65  sites  along  a  22  mile  st 
they  and  how  do  you  propos 


to  protect  them? 

Page  14-RMP  states  there  are  7  cultural  sites  in  Cougar  Canyon. 

Page  3-21  of  the  EIS  says  there  are  11  prehistoric  and  1  historic 
site  in  Cougar  Canyon. 

How  many  sites  are  there  in  Cougar  Canyon? 

Multiple  Use  Area  Boundaries 

Page  56  and  59  of  the  RMP  identify  the  boundary  between  MUA 
15  and  MUA  16  as  the  East  Fork  of  the  Jarbidge  River. 

Maps  3  of  RMP  and  1-2  of  EIS  show  boundary  between  15  and  16 
as  the  West  Fork  of  the  Jarbidge  River.  They  also  indicate  a 
discrepency  between  the  East  and  West  Saylor  Creek  MUA's. 


ACEC  Boundary 


Map  2-3  of  EIS 
office! 


not  identical  with  the  master  map  of  ACEC  in  BLM 
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On  page  4-45  the  statement  is  made  that  "current  grazing  preference 
levels  are  expected  to  be  met  in  all  MUA's  in  the  long  term,  with 
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Page  8  of  the  RMP  states  there  will  be  45  AMP's  and  20  CRMP's 
implemented. 

Page  2-10  of  the  EIS  says  there  will  be  38  AMP's  developed  and 
8  to  be  reviewed. 

Page  F-9  (Appendix  table  F-4)  suggests  40  AMP's  to  be  proposed 
with  8  existing  AMP's. 


This  is  certainly  not  a  complete  list  of  the  discrepancies  and 
inconsistancies  in  the  Draft  but  maybe  it  will  serve  to  point  out  that 
it  is  important  to  present  a  document  that  is  consistant  throughout 
and  subsequently  more  easily  understood. 
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We  have  had  considerable  discussion  relat 
and  I  appreciate  your  willingness  to  sit  down 
I  feel  there  are  parts  of  your  proposal  which 
continued  year  round  grazing  program  on  the  Di 
aspect  of  our  operation  is  critical  to  us  and 
MUA's  10  and  16.  However,  MUA  10  is  extremely 
it  provides  the  lower  country  that  remains  rel 
abundant  forage,  and  includes  topographic  feat 
from  winter  storms  during  calving  etc..  The  st 
one  of  the  open  houses  that  livestock  grazing 
MUA  10  and  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  seems  to  suggest 


ive  to  the  Draft  RMP/EIS 
and  talk  about  our  concern 
provide  a  threat  to  a 
amond  A.  The  winter  grazin 
this  takes  place  in  both 
important  to  us  in  that 
atively  snow  free,  has 

s  that  provide  protecti 
atement  was  made  to  me  dur 
will  have  a  "low  priority" 
the  same  idea. 


The  fact  that  this  area  is  attractive  to  many  different  users  of 
public  lands,  that  it  supports  an  abundant  wildlife  population,  that  the 
forage  resource  is  as  good  or  better  than  it  was  when  we  came  there  32 
years  ago,  and  the  fact  that  livestock  grazing  has  continued  at  the  same 
intensity  for  many  years,  should  make  it  difficult  to  justify  placing  a 
low  priority  on  livestock  use  of  the  area. 

I  would  like  to  briefly  summarize  my  position  relative  to  several 
issues  and  proposals  that  have  been  addressed  in  the  Draft. 

WILDERNESS  STUDY  AREA  (Jarbidge  River) 

I  am  opposed  to  the  Jarbidge  River  WSA  being  recommended  as  Wilderness. 
The  canyon  complex  does  not  need  this  designation  to  provide  the  level  of 
protection  needed  for  the  area.   The  plateau  areas  West  of  the  Jarbidge 
River  should  be  excluded  from  the  WSA  for  the  same^ reasons  the  plateau 
areas  East  of  the  river  have  been  excluded  in  the^preferred  alternative. 

"The  wilderness  quality  of  these  plateau  areas  is  relatively  low  and  these 
JQ.I*        areas  would  have  manageability  problems.   The  plateau  area  has  little  top- 
ographic variation  and  is  primarily  in  poor  ecological  condition.  The  potentia 
for  improvement  in  vegetative  conditions  is  low.   The  plateau  also  contains 
several  imprints  of  man.   The  boundary  of  the  plateau  is  a  road  that  receives 
vehicle  use  and  has  few  natural  barriers  that  would  prevent  off  road  vehicle 
use.  This  road,  coupled  with  the  presence  of  existing  vehicle  ways  would  make 
this  area  difficult  to  manage  as  wilderness."  (Page  13  of  RMP) 

WILD  AND  SCENIC  RIVER  DESIGNATION 

I  am  in  favor  of  Wild  and  Scenic  River  designation  of  the  Jarbidge 
and  Bruneau  Rivers  only  if  the  other  special  use  proposals  are  dropped. 
Wild  and  Scenic  would  provide  a  level  of  protection  against  major  hydro 
developement  in  the  canyon  river  system. 

ACEC  FOR  BIGHORN  SHEEP  HABITAT  AND  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

I  view  the  proposed  ACEC  proposal  as  an  effort  to  create  conflicts 
that  probably  do  not  exist.   Until  such  time  as  the  interaction  of  livestock 
and  bighorns  prove  to  be  detrimental  to  the  establishment  of  a  sheep 
population  there  is  no  need  for  such  designation! 
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The  RMP  as  written  would  limit  prescribed  burning  as  a  cost  effectiv 
vegetative  manipulation  tool.   As  far  as  the  Diamond  A  is  concerned  there 
more  than  2000  acres  where  burning  can  be  used  to  accomplish  the  objectives 
established  in  our  CRMP.   I  would  like  to  see  prescribed  burning  left  as 
a  viable  alternative  without  requiring  an  amendment  to  the  RMP.   This  could 
be  accomplished  by  requiring  an  EAR  for  burning  along  with  other  range 
improvements  as  outlined  on  page  93  of  the  RMP. 

WILDLIFE  RESOURCES 

Wildlife  is  an  important  use  of  the  range  resource  and  certainly  merits 
serious  consideration  in  the  RMP.   It  is  not  more  important  than  livestock 
grazing  however,  and  should  not  be  given  the  primary  emphasis  in  the  plan. 
There  are  a  number  of  factors  which  affect  population  dynamics  of  wildlife 
numbers  which  were  not  addressed  and  I  feel  they  should  be.  For  example, 
the  decline  in  wildlife  numbers  seems  to  be  tied  exclusively  to  deterioration 
of  wildlife  habitat  by  livestock  grazing  and  related  improvements  etc.. 
I  find  no  reference  to  predation  of  wildlife  by  coyotes  and  raptors,  or  to 
the  hatching  conditions  in  the  spring  for  game  birds,  in  the  draft.   These 
factors  should  be  given  some  consideration  as  your  biologists  plan  for 
wildlife  managment. 

The  large  increase  in  proposed  wildlife  numbers  may  have  an  impact  on 
10J.I    I  PrivatG  land  tnat  should  be  considered.   The  private  landholders  interests 
seem  to  have  been  ignored  in  the  draft. 

The  proposal  by  The  Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife  to  transplant  elk 
in  the  Jarbidge  Mountains  has  been  addressed  as  a  reintroduct ion  of  the 
species.   This  is  questionable  and  should  be  treated  as  an  introduction 
until  such  time  as  ND0W  can  substantiate  the  existance  of  elk  in  the 
Jarbidge  Moutains  at  an  earlier  time. 

In  conclusion,  it  appears  to  me  that  many  statements  of  fact  in  the 
Draft  RMP/EIS  are  purely  speculation  on  the  part  of  Bureau.   There  are 
many  unanswered  questions  relative  to  many  of  the  issues  addressed.   The 
plan  should  be  structured  to  allow  the  flexibility  needed  to  make  decisions 
and  implement  new  techniques  as  new  studies  are  concluded.   The  three  C's 
approach  to  solving  the  problems  of  multiple  use  management  make  a  lot 
of  sense  to  me,  and  I  commend  the  Bureau  for  taking  this  approach  to  solving 
conflicts. 

Thanks  again  for  soliciting  our  comments  and  if  I  can  be  of  any  furthur 
help  or  if  you  have  any  questions  regarding  these  comments  don't  hesitate  to 
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Sincerely    y^urs,, 

.  !    I    -i 

Robert  Barton 
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I  am  very  opposed  to  language  in  the  draft  which  calls  for  1 
a  seperation  of  use  between  domestic  livestock  and  bighorn  sheep 
statement  that  livestock  use  is  incompatable  with  the  Area  of  Cnt 
Environmental  Concern.   I  suggest  to  you  that  if  such  proves  to  be 
after  some  study  relative  to  this  issue,  an  amendment  could  be  wri 
the  plan  to  resolve  the  problem.   I  am  in  favor  of  bighorn  establi 
the  canyon  complex  and  feel  this  can  be  accomplished  without  any 
flicts.  I  can  not  see  where  drawing  lines  on  a  map  and  making  stat 
that  do  not  have  a  basis  in  fact  can  help  the  effort  to  establish 
In  fact  it  hinders  the  effort  since  it  forces  the  livestock  produc 
out  in  opposition  to  the  transplants. 
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The  cultural  resources  of  Cougar  Canyon  are  important  and  should  not 

be  destroyed.   It  is  evident  that  the  major  threat  to  these  resources 

comes  from  man  himself,  and  there  are  laws  on  the  books  now  to  prevent 
the  destruction  of  cultural  sites. 

I  would  question  the  name  Cougar  Canyon  as  it  is  not  the  traditional 
name  used  in  reference  to  this  canyon.   Although  the  drainage  is  known  as 
Cougar  Creek,  the  canyon  has  been  referred  to  as  "Arch  Canyon"  for  as 
long  as  anyone  in  this  area  can  remember. 

Reference  is  made  on  page  69  of  the  RMP  to  "Cougar  Point  Tuff"  as  it 
occurs  in  the  canyon.  "Cougar  Point  Tuff"  was  named  by  R.R.  Coats(1964)  for 
a  series  of  welded  ash-flow  tuff  exposed  in  the  Jarbidge  River  Canyons. 
The  type  locality  is  Cougar  Point  on  the  East  Fork  of  the  Jarbidge  River. 
The  Cougar  Point  Tuff  is  a  multiple  sequence  of  ash  flow  tuffs;  the  number 
of  flows  deposited  varies  depending  on  paleo-topography  and  proximity  from 
source.  Cougar  Point  Tuff  is  not  exposed  below  Murphy  Hot  Springs  in  the 
East  Fork  of  the  Jarbidge  River  Canyon,  or  approximately  2  miles  above  the 
junction  of  the  East  and  West  Forks  of  the  Jarbidge  River  in  the  West  Fork 
of  the  Jarbidge  River.   Spectacular  "hoodoo's"  occur  in  one  of  the  cougar 
point  tuff  units  in  the  Jarbidge  River  Canyon  above  the  confluence  of  Buck 
Creek,  but  are  poorly  developed  elsewhere.   One  of  the  best  and  most  complete 
exposures  of  Cougar  Point  Tuff  is  at  Black  Rock  Escarpment  on  the  Bruneau 
River;  it  is  not  that  spectacular  except  to  a  geologist. 

FORAGE  INVENTORY  AND  RESULTING  ECOLOGICAL  CONDITION  MAP 

It  is  obvious  that  the  forage  inventory  was  very  general  in  aatuEe 
and  should  not  have  been  used  as  the  basis  for  initial  stocking  for  the 
allotments  in  the  Resource  Area.  I  feel  past  grazing  use  coupled  with  any 
available  trend  data  should  be  utilized  to  determine  any  initial  stocking 
or  change  in  stocking  rates.  The  draft  is  not  at  all  clear  on  what  the  intent 
is  relative  to  stocking  rates.   It  appears  that  everything  is  based  on  a 
forage  inventory  that  is  very  questionable  at  best.   Using  the  old  terminology 
to  define  ecological  status  of  rangeland  only  serves  to  create  misconceptions 
also,  and  I  would  have  hoped  you  would  use  the  new  trend  and  ecological 
status  terminology  adopted  by  the  range  management  profession. 

RANGE  IMPROVEMENTS 

The  acreage  specified  for  range  improvements  in  the  RMP  is  not  enough 
in  relation  to  the  total  acres  of  poor  condition  range.   To  close  the  door  to 
vegetative  manipulation  to  improve  the  productive  capacity  of  much  of  this  range 
land  is  a  big  mistake. 
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IDAHO  DEPARTMENT  OF  FISH  AND  GAME 

REGION  4 

868  East  Main  *  Box  428 

Jerome  •  Idaho  •  83338 

January  2,    1985 


74 


Gary  Carson 
Jarb Idge  Area 
Boise  BLM  District 
3948  Development  Ave. 
Boise,  ID  83705 

Re:  Draft  Jarbidge  R.M.P.  and  E.I.S. 

Dear  Gary: 

The  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  has  reviewed  the  Draft  Jarbidge  RMP  and 
EIS.  We  offer  the  following  comments  and  recommendations: 

General  Comments 

Under  the  preferred  alternative,  I Ivestock  use  would  Increase  66* 
above  current  stocking  rates  over  the  next  20  years.  This  Increase 
would  occur  even  with  the  transfer  of  91,446  acres  of  public  land.  To 
help  meet  the  Increased  forage  demands  for  livestock,  brush  control 
and/or  seeding  would  occur  on  almost  58,000  acres.   It  seems  probable 
that  Increases  In  livestock  use  of  this  magnitude  and  associated 
habitat  loss  through  brush  removal  projects  will  result  In  continued 
deterioration  of  wildlife  habitat  (2,769  AUM's  of  forage  allocated  to 
wildlife  and  291,022  AUM's  to  livestock  In  the  preferred  alternative 
—  a  105:1  ratio  favoring  livestock).  The  BLM  Is  required  under  FLPMA 
to  manage  for  multiple  use.   In  general,  the  document  appears  to 
Ignore  the  multiple  use  concept  by  emphasizing  livestock  and 
Inadequately  addressing  the  Increasing  demands  for  recreation  and 
wildlife. 

The  preferred  alternative  would  allow  91,446  acres  to  be  considered 
for  transfer  through  sales,  exchanges  and  DLE/CA  programs.  The 
transfers  would  result  In  the  unacceptable  loss  of  considerable 
habitat  supporting  prey  for  raptors,  and  loss  of  habitat  for  20-25 
pairs  of  curlews,  a  sensitive  species  (Part  II,  page  vl). 

Agricultural  expansion  of  the  magnitude  considered  in  the  preferred 
alternative  would  have  a  significant  Impact  on  Snake  River  water  flows 
(I.e.  90$   of  the  1,701  cfs  needed  to  irrigate  the  proposed  land 
development  would  come  from  the  Snake  River).   Increased  Irrigation 
7*/,/    useage  of  this  critical  water  supply  should  be  more  carefully  assessed 
as  to  Its  Impacts  on  other  uses  such  as  the  river  fishery. 


•  EQUAL  OPPORTUNITY  EMPLOYER  • 


Gary  Carson 
January  2,  1985 
Page  2 
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Gary  Carson 
January  2,  1985 
Page  4 
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Mitigation  measures  proposed  In  the  Agricultural  Development  In 
Southwestern  Idaho  EIS  are  largely  Inadequate  to  compensate  for  the 
potential  loss  In  wildlife  values.   Wildlife  leave  areas  are  to 
comprise  at  least  15$  of  the  total  area.   Although  halbtat  for 
pheasants  would  be  created.  Impacts  to  most  other  wildlife  species 
would  be  detrimental. 

A  1977  Memorandum  of  Understanding  between  the  BLM  and  Department  of 
Fish  and  Game  requires  surveys  be  completed  to  determine  the  effects 
on  sensitive  species  prior  to  approval  of  lands  for  agricultural 
development.   Have  surveys  for  ferruginous  hawks  and  burrowing  owls 
been  completed?  Land  transfers  which  would  significantly  Impact 
sensitive  species  should  be  prohibited. 

The  document  does  not  adequately  address  the  consequences  of 
wildfires,  arson  fires,  or  escaped  controlled  burns.  These  types  of 
fires  often  result  In  the  loss  of  large  acreages  of  habitat.  Crucial 
habitat  lost  by  wl Idf Ire  or  arson  f Ires  should  be  rehab  1 1 Itated  to  a 
native  vegetative  condition  with  appropriate  seed  mixtures  of  shrubs, 
forbs  and  grasses.  When  lands  burned  by  wildfire  are  not  replanted  or 
reseeded  for  the  maximum  benefit  of  affected  wildlife,  then  the  amount 
of  acreage  burned  should  be  deducted  from  the  total  acreage  proposed 
for  controlled  treatment  In  that  MUA. 

Sage  grouse  habitat  has  been  drastically  reduced  In  both  quality  and 
quantity,  due  to  past  overuse  by  livestock,  wildfires  and  controlled 
burns  and  seedlngs.   Under  the  preferred  alternative,  sage  grouse 
habitat  will  remain  essentially  unchanged  from  the  present  condition. 
While  the  plan  acknowledges  the  severe  damage  which  has  occurred,  the 
amount  of  acreage  proposed  for  nesting  habitat  rehabilitation  Is 
Inadequate. 

We  recommend  the  BLM  takes  a  more  aggressive  approach  to  enhancing 
sage  grouse  habitat.   Sage  grouse  provide  Important  hunting  recreation 
opportunities  and  are  an  Integral  part  of  the  sagebrush  steppe 
ecosystem.   The  continued  deterioration  of  their  habitat  Is 
unacceptable. 
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With  respect  to  economic  values  and  analysis  techniques.  It  seems  the 
only  economic  values  considered  are  agricultural  commodity  outputs 
from  the  land  (cattle  and  crops).   This  analysis  considers  only  the 
financial  Impacts  of  expenditures.   The  net  benefit  cost  ratio  of 
various  alternatives  Is  Ignored.  There  are  substantial  wildlife  and 
recreation  values  In  the  Jarbldge  area  which  should  be  addressed. 
These  values  Include  both  the  expenditures  of  sportsmen  and  the  net 
value  of  the  recreation  utl Ized  In  this  area. 


MUA-3  Lower  Bennett 

Page  25        Description. 
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In  the  second  sentence,  reference  to  the  lower  boundary  of  deer  winter 
range  Is  Inacccurate  and  should  be  deleted.   This  section  should 
mention  there  are  wintering  mule  deer  present. 
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Page  26   Paragraph  6. 


The  second  sentence  should  read: 
brood  rearing  habitat  by  2005. 


Improve  sage  grouse  nesting  and 
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The  timetable  for  this  objective  Is  too  long.   Actions  to  Improve 
habitat  should  start  Immediately  with  significant  results  by  1995. 

Page  26.   Paragraph  7. 

Another  overlong  timetable.   With  53%   of  aquatic  and  63%   of  riparian 
habitats  In  fair  to  poor  condition  there  should  be  some  stream 

Improvement  £10  miles)  and  riparian  Improvement  {five  miles)  begun 

I mmed I  ate  I y . 

Page  27   Action  H  should  change  to:  2,400  acres  of  brush  control 
(method  -  prescribed  burn  400;  spray  ex.  prescr I  bed  burn  2,000). 

MUA-4  Snake  River  Riparian 

Page  26.   Description. 

I    It  should  be  noted  the  area  provides  Important  habitat  for  furbearers, 
non-game  birds.  Including  shore  birds  and  raptors,  and  game  and 
non-game  fish  -  other  than  sturgeon. 

EaajL^S   Objective  2. 

The  description  notes  the  vegetation,  big  sage-cheatgrass.  Is  In  poor 
condition.  Why  no  suggested  Improvements? 

Related  subject:   Page  30  H 

There  are  numerous  sites  along  the  Snake  River  which  may  be  well 
suited  for  goose  pastures.   They  should  require  closely  monitored 
livestock  grazing  and  therefore  would  need  to  be  fenced.   If 
developed,  these  pastures  would  help  alleviate  depredations. 


Gary  Carson 
January  2,  1985 
Page  3 


74 


Gary  Carson 
January  2,  1985 
Page  5 


74 


7fS 


1U 


Analysis  techniques  seem  to  be  limited  to  extrapolation  from  current 
conditions  with  very  simple  word  models.   It  appears  there  was  little 
consideration  given  for  economic  values  as  the  alternatives  were 
developed.   The  financial  Impact  analysis  took  place  after  development 
of  alternatives.  Net  costs  and  benefits  are  not  considered  In  the 
evaluation  of  the  alternatives.  This  partial  economic  analysis  leaves 
a  quite-biased  view  of  the  true  Impact  of  these  alternatives  and  are 
seriously  biased  towards  agricultural  outputs. 

The  economic  analysis  for  Alternative  C,  pages  4-54  to  4-55,  Indicate 
little  effort  was  expended  on  recreational  values.  Only  four  lines 
out  of  two  pages  are  allocated  to  recreation  and  these  few  lines 
simply  state  nothing  Is  known.  There  Is  a  good  deal  of  Information 
available  on  the  economic  value  of  recreation,  both  from  the  BLM  and 
university  studies. 

The  following  comments  are  specific  to  various  portions  of  the  RMP: 

The  Management  Prescription 

MUA-1  Anderson  R/BqIsb  R. 

Page  21    Multiple  Use  and  Transfer  Classes 

We  recommend  changes  In  the  acreage  classified  to  6,586  moderate, 
4,500  limited,  0  Intensive  and  0  transfer.  Approximately  4,500  acres 
are  deer  and  elk  winter  range  and  should  be  so  managed.   This  Includes 
most  of  those  lands  east  of  the  South  Fork  of  the  Boise  River. 

The  option  should  exist  to  limit  the  use  of  over-the-snow  vehicles  on 
big  game  winter  ranges  If  harassment  Is  occurring. 

MJA-2  Upper  Bennett  HIIU 
Page  22        Descr Ipt Ion. 


Second  Sentence.   The  lower  limit  of  mule  deer  winter  range  may  vary 
from  year  to  year.   The  second  sentence  should  read,  "The  southern 
boundary  generally  follows  the  lower  limit  of  mule  deer  winter  range. 

*7*/  U  The  'aS+  sen+ence  should  recognize  Little  Canyon  Creek,  Cold  Springs 

/7.fc«  |   Creek,  Camas  Creek  and  Ryegrass  Creek  as  Important  streams  also. 
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Fencing  Snake  River  riparian  In  other  areas  would  result  In  Improved 
upland  game  bird  cover  (pheasants,  quail)  and  waterfowl  nesting 
habitat. 

He  recommend  20  miles  of  riparian  fencing  by  2005. 

MUA-5  Snake  River  Birds  of  Prey 

Page  31 

Objective  4  (same  comments  as  Page  28,  Second  Objective) 

Objective  6  (same  comments  as  Page  30  H) . 

We  generally  support  the  Resource  Management  Guldel Ines  for  Terrestrial, 
Wildlife  and  Aquatic  Habitat  (pages  80-86)  and  offer  the  following 
comments  and  recommended  changes: 

Established  guidelines  for  sage  grouse,  mule  deer,  and  pronghorn  are 
referenced  and  It  Is  stated  these  guidelines  will  be  followed  "where 
applicable."  The  clause  "where  applicable"  allows  an  escape  for  not 
following  the  guidelines.   We  recommend  deleting  "where  applicable"  on 
pages  81,  82  and  83. 

Page  80.  Paragranh  6  and  7 

It  Is  stated  that  areas  disturbed  during  construction  work  will  be 
reseeded  with  "grasses,  forbs  and  shrubs  to  meet  site  specific 
needs  or  habitat  requirements"  and  "range  Improvements  will  be 
designed  to  achieve  watershed,  wildlife  and  range  objectives."  We 
support  these  statements;  however,  they  are  not  currently  adhered  to. 
We  stress  the  Importance  of  these  guidelines  to  enhance  or  maintain 
wlldl Ife  values.  Range  and  wl Idl Ife  object  Ives  are  of  ten  In  conflict, 
and  It  Is  difficult  to  bel leve  wlldl Ife  objectives  wl I  I  be 
satisfactorily  met  with  the  loss  of  habitat  resulting  from  I Ivestock 
range  Improvements. 

Papa  80.  Paragraph  7. 

The  last  sentence  should  be  changed  to  read  "The  Idaho  Department  of 
Fish  and  Game  will  be  consulted  at  least  one  year  In  advance  on  all 
vegetative  manipulation  projects  and  all  proposed  land  exchanges, 
sales  and  DLE/CA  applications. 
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Page  81 .  Paragraph  3. 

There  are  Instances  when  fencing  of  springs  and  reservoirs  Is  not 
advantageous  to  wildlife  needs  (e.g.  Important  watering  areas  for 
pronghorn  not  heavily  Impacted  by  livestock).   It  should  be 
specifically  Indicated  In  what  situations  springs  will  not  be 
enclosed. 

Page  61,  Paragraph  6, 

On  big  game  winter  ranges,  forb  utilization  should  be  monitored  In 
addition  to  shrub  utilization.   Forb  use  by  big  game  Increases  during 
spring,  and  forbs  provide  an  Important  dietary  component  for  big  game 
following  the  winter  stress  period. 

Page  82. 

"Sage  Grouse  Management  Practices",  Western  States  Sage  Grouse 
Committee  Technical  Bulletin  No.  1,  1982,  should  be  added  as 
guidelines  to  be  followed  for  sage  grouse  management.   This 
publication  Is  supplemental  to  the  1974  guidelines.   This  reference 
should  also  be  added  to  Page  4-8,  Paragraph  2. 

Management  of  sage  grouse  winter  habitat  Is  not  adequately  addressed. 

It  should  be  stressed  In  this  section  and  under  the  preferred 

alternative  that  brush  removal  projects  will  be  prohibited  In  known 

sage  grouse  winter  habitat.   The  Department  and  BLM  will  cooperate  In 
Identifying  sage  grouse  winter  use  areas. 

Page  82.  Mule  Deer.  Item  3. 

He  recommend  sagebrush  be  Included  with  bltterbrush  and  four-wing 
saltbush  as  a  species  which  should  be  considered  for  seeding  or 
planting  to  Improve  forage  conditions  on  winter  ranges. 

Page  82,  I ast  paragraph. 

Change  to  read  "develop  small  seedlngs  of  Siberian  wheatgrass,  Russian 
wlldrye  and  other  appropriate  early  maturing  grasses."  Also,  on 
spring  ranges  where  It  Is  determined  livestock  are  competing  with  mule 
deer  for  Important  early  maturing  grasses  and  forbs,  consider  reducing 
livestock  numbers  or  deferring  grazing  until  the  critical  period  of 
deer  use  Is  past. 
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conditions?  The  proposed  dramatic  Increase  In  livestock  use  hinders 
Improvement  In  ecological  condition.   Improvements  In  some  areas 
cannot  occur  without  reductions  In  livestock  use  and  carefully 
designed  land  treatments  to  restore  natural  succession,  enhance 
vegetative  d Iverslty,  and  provide  conditions  which  will  benef It  the 
long-term  requirements  of  both  wildlife  and  livestock. 

Map  3-5.  WILDLIFE  HABITATS. 

The  scale  and  detail  provided  on  this  map  are  Insufficient  to  allow 
construct Ive  comments,  additions,  deletions,  etc. 

Figure  4-3  refers  to  pronghorn  crucial  winter  range;  however,  none  of 
the  pronghorn  winter  range  delineated  on  Map  3-5  Is  Identified  as 
"crucial".   Crucial  pronghorn  winter  range  should  be  Identified 
specif  leal ly. 

Page  F-9  to  F-11.  Appendix  Table  F-4..  Allotment  Summary. 

On  crucial  big  game  winter  ranges,  turn-out  dates  for  livestock  should 
be  modified,  when  necessary,  to  promote  forb  and  grass  production 
during  the  critical  spring  green-up  period.   Turn-out  dates  on 
Important  winter  range  portions  of  the  Diamond  A,  Devil  Creek  and 
Poison  Creek  allotments  should  be  changed  from  3/1  to  4/15  to 
accommodate  big  game  use.   In  addition.  If  It  Is  determined  fall 
regrowth  of  grasses  would  benefit  big  game,  livestock  numbers  and 
season  of  use  should  be  adjusted. 

Appendix  Tables  F-2  and  F-3. 

Presently  48.3*  of  the  R.A.  is  rated  In  poor  ecological  condition. 
Under  the  preferred  alternative,  land  designated  In  poor  condition 
would  decrease  to  38,6$  by  2005.   However,  the  percent  of  land  In  the 
Excellent,  Good,  and  Fair  categories  combined  will  Increase  by  only 
0.2$.   The  reduction  In  poor  condition  lands  Is  primarily  the  result 
of  an  Increase  of  lands  In  the  Burn,  Spray,  and  Seeding  classes.  No 
net  Improvement  Is  made  In  the  condition  of  native  vegetation. 

Appendix  Table  F-4.  Page  F9.  F10  and  F11. 

Several  allotments.  Including  Cedar  Butte,  Brackett  Bench,  Diamond  A 
Unit,  Klnyon  and  Poison  Creek,  have  essentially  been  given  year-long 
grazing  status  and  contain  valuable  wildlife  habitat.   Year-long 
grazing  does  not  recognize  the  physiological  requirements  of  plants  or 
seasonal  needs  of  wildlife.   We  recommend  more  progressive  livestock 
management  practices  be  Implemented  which  better  recognizes  vegetation 
response  and  wildlife  needs. 
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Page  82-83.    Table  Z. 

We  concur  with  the  Wlldlfe  Habitat  Occupancy  Restrictions  In  Table  Z. 
The  no  occupancy  time  period  for  sage  grouse  brood  rearing  habitat 
might  be  extended  In  certain  Instances  to  Jul"?  31.  Brood  use  of  wet 
meadows  and  riparian  areas  generally  Increases  during  July  and  August. 


Page 


Bighorn  Sheep.  I  tern  2. 


Due  to  the  potential  for  catastrophic  losses  of  bighorns  to  diseases 
transmitted  by  domestic  sheep,  domestic  sheep  use  should  not  be 
permitted  within  five  miles  of  Identified  bighorn  sheep  habitat. 

Pages  85-86.  Aquatic  and  Riparian  Habitat. 

The  Reservoir  Management  Guidelines  for  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat 
appears  to  be  generally  satisfactory.   A  statement  should  be  added  In 
the  guidelines  which  provides  for  mandatory  periodic  monitoring  of  the 
areas  Invol ved. 


The  following  comments  address  the  EIS  and  Appendix: 

Page  2-13.  Paragraph  1. 

Reseedlng  of  vegetative  manipulation  projects  with  seed  mixtures  of 
shrubs,  forbs,  and  grasses  which  will  benefit  wildlife  Is  often  stated 
"iW.i3     bu+  rare|y  occurs  in  practice.  What  are  the  assurances  this  practice 
will  be  adhered  to  now?  We  fully  support  the  proposed  wildlife 
reseedlng  projects;  however,  the  proposed  acreages  are  Inadequate  to 
restore  habitat  lost  to  past  wildfires  and  controlled  land  treatments. 

Page  2-14.  Paragraph  6. 

We  support  the  Improvement  of  riparian  habitat  by  fencing. 
Enhancement  of  riparian  areas  will  benefit  livestock  as  well  as 
wildlife  values  In  the  long-term. 

Pages  4-5  through  4-8. 

A  poor  ecological  condition  rating  has  been  determined  for  57$  of  the 
crucial  deer  winter  range,  30$  of  the  bighorn  sheep  habitat,  39$  of 
*W  iV     pronghorn  crucial  winter  range,  and  47$  of  the  sage  grouse  nesting 

habitat.   Indicated  improvement  In  habitat  conditions  by  2005  appears 
almost  negligible.   Is  the  BLM  managing  for  poor  ecological 
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CONCLUDING  COMMENTS 

A  recent  letter  from  the  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  to  the  Boise  BLM 
District  Indicated  heavy  and  prolonged  grazing  by  livestock  had  badly 
depleted  the  range,  and  the  current  grazing  practices  were  having  a 
detrimental  Impact  on  wildlife.   The  Air  Force  Is  concerned  about  grazing 
overuse  because  they  are  required  to  Implement  a  sound  wildlife  management 
program  on  the  base.   The  Air  Force  Gunnery  Range  comprises  58$  of  MUA-6, 
and  a  287$  Increase  In  livestock  grazing  Is  proposed  for  this  MUA.   In 
view  of  the  apparent  overuse  presently  occurring,  we  doubt  this  MUA  can 
support  the  proposed  Increase  In  livestock  use  without  further  detrimental 
Impacts. 

As  additional  data  becomes  available,  crucial  habitats  delineated  may 
change  In  configuration  and  new  crucial  habitats  may  be  Identified.   The 
plan  must  be  flexible  enough  to  accommodate  Justified  changes. 

The  preferred  alternative  does  not  adequately  accommodate  the  needs  of 
wildlife  resources.   Of  the  five  alternatives  presented,  the  Department  of 
Fish  and  Game  prefers  Alternative  D  because  It  would  better  allow  the 
Department  to  meet  the  Increasing  public  demands  for  wildlife  and  to 
achieve  our  1985  to  1990  management  objectives. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  document. 

Slncerel y. 


Wll I  lam  E.  Webb 
Supervisor,  Region  4 


Bureau  of  Wlldl Ife 

Bureau  of  Program  Coordination  PC84-018 
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Gary  Carson 

Area  Manager 

Boise  BLM 

3948  Development  Ave. 

Boise,  ID  83702 

Re:  Jarbidge  River  and  Bruneau  River-Sheep  Creek  Wilderness  Recommendation 

Dear  Gary: 

The  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  has  reviewed  the  Draft  Jarbidge  RMP  and  EIS. 
Comments  on  the  main  document  are  being  submitted  to  you  as  a  separate  letter. 
We  have  the  following  comments  and  recommendations  regarding  wilderness 
proposals  addressed  in  the  draft: 

The  plateau  areas  on  the  east  side  of  the  Jarbidge  River  WSA  and  in  the 
Bruneau-Sheep  Creek  WSA  have  been  recommended  nonsui table  for  wilderness 
under  the  preferred  alternative.  The  plateaus  were  determined  to  be  in 
poor  ecological  condition,  and  to  have  "manageability"  problems  in  the 
form  of  access  and  conflicts  with  other  resource  uses  (page  12).  We 
believe  inclusion  of  some  plateau  lands  is  essential  to  a  wilderness 
designation  on  these  river  systems. 

Both  the  Jarbidge  and  Bruneau  Rivers  have  had  recent  reintroductions  of 
California  bighorn  sheep.  It  is  hoped  these  bighorn  populations  will 
continue  to  increase  in  numbers  and  expand  their  distribution  to  occupy 
suitable  historic  habitat  within  the  river  systems.  Omission  of  plateaus 
in  a  wilderness  designation  may  not  allow  adequate  protection  of  sheep 
habitat  and  would  limit  management  alternatives  for  increasing  bighorns 
to  viable  population  levels. 

Bighorn  sheep  tend  to  avoid  areas  which  receive  frequent  use  by  humans 
or  concentrations  of  domestic  livestock.  Thus,  reduced  vehicular  access 
and  disturbance  on  plateaus  resulting  from  wilderness  designation,  would 
benefit  bighorns.   In  addition,  these  plateaus  adjacent  to  the  steep, 
precipitous,  canyons  provide  critical  foraging  areas  for  sheep. 

Most  of  the  manageability  problems  could  be  reduced  by  inclusion  of 
specific  provisions  for  the  WSA's.  Management  guidelines  similar  to 
75"./    those  included  in  the  Jacks  Creek  Wilderness  EIS  to  enhance  bighorn 

management  opportunities  and  address  other  resource  uses  should  be  adopted. 
Following  are  provisions  which  should  be  included: 
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1525  ftalad 
Poise,    ID     83705 
3  January   JO 8 5 

Mr.   Joe  Zimmer,  Manager 

boiee  District,    Bureau  of  Land  hkinagement 
3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,   Idaho     83705 

Dear  Mr.    Zimmer: 

The  following  are  my  comments  to  the  Jarbidge  dra,  'ement   Plan/ 

Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Wildlife.    I  support  the  BIS'  recommendation  for  protects 

habitat  as  an  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  aw1   thin1'.    ,7?   of  the 

habitat  should  be  protected  including  Salmon  ralls  Creek,    the  pact  fork  of 

Jarbidge,   and  Sheep  Creek.      I  also  support  the  reintroduction  of  elk  to  the 

area. 

Jariddge- Bruneau  Fiver.    I  support  wild  and  scenic  status  for  the  Jar'- 
Bruneau  and  Sheep  Creek.      I  think  it   is  particularly    important   to   in  i 
the  east  fork  of  the  Jarbidge  which  forms  a   link   in   the  unbroken  river 
ecosystem. 

Crazing.      I  feel   the  amount  of  crazing  recommended  needs   to  reevaluate  I.      Th 
fact  that  32T  of  the  poor  and  fair  aquatic  habitat  is  a  result 
use  is  appalling  and  would  suggest  the  need  for  grazing  cutbacks. 

Cultural  and  Paleontological  Resources .  I  believe  cultural  and  paleontological 
resources  deserve  better  protection  than  that  recommended  in  Alternative  C. 
The  Cougar  Creek  complex  shouVl  receive  national  Register  nomination  as  well 
as  ACEr  status  and  the  important  and/or  deteriorating  sites  should  be  fenced. 
I  support  fencing  for  21  sites  in  the  Dry  Lakes  complex  and  support  National 
Register  nominations  for  Juniper  Ranch  and  Clover  Creek.  I  also  support  the 
BLt!  recommendation  for  ACEC  designation  for  Sand  Point  and  I.'agerman  Faum-i  . 

Land  Transfers.   The  development  of  84,220  acres  into  irrigated  agriculture 
provides     short  term  benefits  for  only  a  few  to  the   long  tern  disadvantage 
of  many.      Irrigated  agriculture  will  adversely  affect  ecological  values  as  well 
as  economic  ones.      The  notion  that  Alternative  C  calls  for  electric  ratepayer 
subsidies  of  $24.2  million  or  84"  of  the  electric  costs  while  irrigation  only 
pays  1$%  or  4.6  million  is  obscene.      I  believe   this  fact  alone  should  eliminate 
irrigated  agriculture  from  consideration. 

The  projected  price  decreases    ■esulting  from  new  agricultural  development  . 
be  further  investigated.     A   12.4"  potato  vrice  decreases  as  suggested  in 
Alternative  C  could  mean  ruin  to  many  small  Idaho  farmers.      This,    in  addition  to 
the  projected  rP.2.6  million  net   loss    (ag.    profits  minus   irrigation  subiidi 
does  not  make  good  economic  sense. 

Wildlife  suffers  as  a  result  of  extensive  land  transfers.      The  foo-i  base  for 
wildlife  will  be  severely  restricted  resulting  in  reduced  populations  in  those 
areas.     Agricultural  development  crowds  cattle  into  smaller  ranges,  further 
impacting  range  and  wildlife. 


•  EQUAL  OPPORTUNITY  EMPLOYER  • 


Gary  Carson 
December  31 , 
Page  2 
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1.  If  necessary,  prescribed  burns  should  be  permitted  to  benefit  bighorn 
sheep  habitat  and  restore  natural  plant  succession.  Vegetative 
manipulation  projects  designed  to  increase  livestock  forage  should 
not  be  permitted  on  bighorn  sheep  range. 

2.  Limited  access  by  motorized  vehicles  to  maintain  existing  livestock 
watering  developments  might  be  permitted  if  no  practical  alternative 
were  available. 

3.  The  Department's  continuing  program  to  reestablish  bighorn  sheep  in 
portions  of  their  historic  range  would  be  benefitted  by  a  provision 
permitting  the  use  of  helicopters  and  vehicles  for  crapDinc  and 
transplanting  operations. 

It  is  stated  in  the  RMP  the  plateaus  surrounding  the  canyons  are  generally 
in  poor  ecological  condition.   In  the  Jarbidge  River  WSA,  "the  potential 
75"  3   for  ,mProveInent  '"  vegetative  conditions  is  low"  (page  13).  However,  it 
is  likely  with  proper  livestock  management  practices  and  possible  use  of 
prescribed  burns  to  enhance  bighorn  habitat,  natural  vegetative  conditions 
would  improve. 

Alternatives  A  and  D  provide  for  wilderness  designations  which  would  best 
enhance  fish  and  wildlife  values  of  the  area,  and  support  the  Department's 
bighorn  sheep  expansion  program.  Another  possible  alternative  would  be 
a  wilderness  boundary  that  closely  corresponds  to  identified  existing  and 
potential  bighorn  sheep  habitat. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  document. 

Sincerely, 


Vader:   page  2 
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I  feel  the   land  transfers  for  irrigated  agricultural  development  should  be 
elOninated     and  the  other  land  transfers  should  be  analyzed  further. 

Wilderness .      The  proposed  acreage  is  not  sufficient  to  protect 
recreational  values.      This  area  is  near  several  population  centers;   it 
deserves  better  protection.      I  strongly  endorse  the  Committee  for  Idaho's 
High  Desert  alternative  proposal. 

Summary,      By  recommending    the  preferred  alternative,    I  feel    the   DZ/'  is 
promoting   irrigation  development  of  this  desert   Ian?  which  will  provide 
a  subsidized  profit  to  a  few  developers  while  causing  rate  increases 
to  electricity  users  and  commodity  prices  decreases   to  farmers.      I  don't 
feel  the  BUI  should  recommend  ANY  land  transfers  until  the  Snake  River 
water  rights  controversy   is  solved  and  until   the  full  economic  impact     to 
the  farmer  and  ratepayer  in  southern  Idaho  is  understood.    Please   fee 
your  recommendation. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  this  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Susanne   Vader 
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3oise  Oistrict.   BLM 
3943  Developnent  Avenue 
£oise,   ID     S3705 

Dear  'tr.   Zimner; 
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IDAHO    STATE    HISTORICAL    SOCIETY 
610    NORTH    JULIA    DAVIS    DRIVE         BOISE.     83702 


This  letter  is  in  response  to  the  DLI!  draft  Resource  Management  Plan/Environnental 
Impact  Statement  for  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area.  In  reviewing  this  document,  I 
iiave  found  many  shortfalls  to  management  for  these  public  lands.  I  have  crossed 
this  area  many  times  in  my  work  and  as  a  hunter  and  explorer.  I  find  much  of  my 
public  property  in  poor  condition.  The  Jarbidge  area  is  a  large  and  crucial 
link  in  the  system  and  I  believe  corrective  action  will  enhance  the  entire  renion's 
social,  economic,  and  environmental  fabric.  Some  of  the  problems  I  perceive  are 
outlined  lelow. 

Land  transfers  of  91,410  acres  into  the  public  domain  is  not  shown  to  make  cither 
long  term  economic  or  environmental  sense,  yet  it  is  still  recommended  by  ELM. 
In  the  transfer  of  SI, 229  acres  to  irrigation  developnent  both  economic  and 
ecological  impacts  will  be  great.  The  birds  of  prey  which  rely  on  rodents 
primarily  from  unirrigated  lands  will  be  pushed  out.  Ranqe  for  wildlife  will 
be  lost.  Soil  erosion  will  increase,  choking  drainages  with  sediments. 

The  water  for  this  project  would  come  mainly  from  the  Snake  River.  BLM's 
proposal  advocates  the  use  of  more  water  on  this  project  than  is  available  for 
use  by  the  entire  southern  portion  of  the  state  in  the  upcoming  Swan  Falls 
agreement.  Idaho's  farm  commodities  market  limits  are  basically  currently 
saturated.  The  introduction  of  new  lands  v/ould  result  in  decreasing  farm  prices 
and  displaced  production  in  other  sectors.  To  pump  this  water  from  the  Snake 
River  causes  a  vicious  cycle  of  irrigation  taking  water  from  power  generation 
while  at  the  same  time  consuming  additional  power  for  pumping.   In  the  end  all 
utility  consumers  pay  more  for  energy  to  subsidize  these  new  projects.   Interest- 
ingly enough,  the  DIM  outlines  this  potential  devastating  impact  and  then  endorses 
it  in  the  preferred  alternative.  * 

The  PLM  proposes  to  increase  grazing  6C"  over  the  next  twenty  years--an  increase 
on  less  land  than  now  currently  utilized  for  grazing.  This  gives  livestock  971' 
of  the  forage  leaving  a  meaoer  V,   for  wildlife.  Presently  43. 3":  of  this  ranqe- 
land  is  in  poor  condition.  9.3?  is  rated  fair,  4. 5?:  is  rated  good  and  only  2.V' 
is  rated  excellent.  Tins  is  atrocious. 

As  outlined  in  subal ternative  0,  eliminating  grazing  will  allow  this  now 
ravaned  landscape  to  begin  to  recover.  However,  this  area  is  in  such  bad 
shape  the  ELM  admits  marginal  recovery  in  20  to  30  years  assuming  no  managed 
range  improvements  are  to  occur. 

Further  failures  of  this  program  can  be  seen  in  the  condition  of  aquatic 
habitat  of  the  region.  This  area  has  312  miles  of  streams  and  rivers,  'lot 
considering  the  Snake  River,  only  ]%   is  in  excellent  condition,  47*  is  in  qood 
condition.  23"  fair  and  29"  poor.  This  situation  is  extremely  disheartening 
when  32"  of  the  poor  and  fair  habitat  is  a  result  of  livestock  abuses  while, 
on  the  other  hand,  the  nood  to  excellent  reaches  are  areas  with  natural  blockades 
to  livestock. 
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January  3,  1985 

Mr.  Gary  Carson 
Jarbidge  Area  Manager 
Boise  District  Office,  BLM 
3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  Idaho   83705 

Dear  Mr.  Carson: 

We  have  reviewed  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  have  the  following  comments 
concerning  cultural  resources : 

In  the  last  sentence  on  page  14  it  is  stated 
"Special  standard  operating  procedures  and  c lea ranee 
procedures  apply  in  critical  protection  areas." 
Are  these  procedures  any  different  than  those 
discussed  on  page  87?   The  procedures  detailed 
on  page  87  are  an  adequate  description  of  BLM 
policy  in  regards  to  archaeological  and  historic 
properties . 

Is  there  a  schedule  for  completing  the  management 
plans  for  the  historic  and  archaeological  properties 
identified  in  the  management  prescription  for 
those  various  MUA's  (pp.  20-61;  2-21)? 

On  page  2-21  it  states  that  37,000  acres  of  public 
land  will  be  nominated  to  the  National  Register 
of  Historic  Places.   I  believe  this  statement 
should  be  clarified  so  that  livestock  operators 
and  others  know  how  this  affects  their  operations. 

It  is  somewhat  misleading  to  say  that  37,000 

acres  will  be  nominated  to  the  National  Register. 

It  would  be  more  accurate  to  say  that  282  properties, 

mos t  of  which  are  less  than  1  acre  will  be  nominated. 

The  land  in  between  these  sites  is  of  little 

consequence  to  the  nomination.   So  what  real ly 

is  being  nominated  is  less  than  282  acres  spread 

over  a  37,000  acre  area.   Such  a  designation 

does  not  preclude  grazing,  range  improvements , 

mining,  etc.   National  Register  Districts  in 

the  Challis  area  have  not  hindered  such  activities. 
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.'11  wildlife  would  benefit  fron  the  elimination  of  livestock  from  wildern 
areas.  Future  wildlife  populations  would  be  larger  and  healthier.  The  landscape 
would  offer  much  more  natural  and  stable  conditions  truly  representative  of  wild- 
erness, not  cow  pastures. 

The  preferred  alternative  (C)  proposes  rim  to  rim  wilderness  in  the  Bruneau/ 
Jarbidge,   Sheep  Creek  complex.     Environmental   landscapes  do  not  begin  and  end 
at  the  canyon  walls.     The  unland  plateau  adjacent  to  the  river  valleys  are 
equally   important.     They  are  the  hinterland  of   the  valley.     Erosion  on  the 
plateau  pluns  valley  streams  and     venetation  on  the  plateau   is   an   important  ele- 
ment to  local  wildlife.     By  not   includinn  a  corridor  of  lands  on  the  rim  of  the 
rruneau/Jarbidne  rivers  and  Sheen  Creek,  we  deprive  ourselves  from  a  stable, 
diverse  ecosystem  to  a  confined  weal,  one  which  will   be  easily  disrupted  by  out- 
side influences. 

Thus,   it   is  my  recomendation  that  the  CL.'I  aJopt  an  environmental  stable  plan 
for  the  Jarbidge   including   the  followinn  corrective  actions: 

1.  Pevelop  a  340,000  acre  alternative  proposal   followinn   the  boundaries 
presented  in  the  Committee  for  Idaho's  High  Desert  proposal. 

2.  Restrict  land  transfers  of  74,560  acres  because  of  economic  and  environ- 
mental   impacts. 

3.  Phase  out  grazing  on  wilderness  lands  to  allow  environmental  recovery  for 
the  good  of  wildlife  and  wilderness  landscapes. 

4.  Initiate  some  range  improvements  with  natural  vegetation  on  areas  of  poor 
to  fair  ratings. 

5.  I   support  wild  and  scenic  status  for  the  Cruneau/Jarbidge  rivers  from 
headwaters   to  where  they  emerge  above  Bruneau. 

6.  Salmon  Falls  Creek  canyon  should  be  managed  as  an  outstanding  natural  area. 

7.  I  support  the  King  Hill  wilderness  of  29,209  acres  as  part  of  the  larger 
Camas  Trail-Bennett  Hills  wilderness. 

",.      I   support  Alternative  C  recommendations  on  the  Sandpoint  and  Hagerman  sites. 

9.     Cultural   resources  must  be  protected  at  all   costs.      If  agriculture  and  grazing 
options  are  not  eliminated,   all   sites   should  be  protected  by  recommendations 
to  the  national  Register,  ACEC  designation,  and  fencing  to  stop  destruction. 

I  10.  The  final  EIS  should  investigate  the  economic  impact  of  converting     lands 
from  a  predominantly  grazing  economy  to  a  wildlife  and  sportsman  dominated 
econo.ny,  weighing  local  benefits  to  national  and  regional   public  benefits. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  help  decide  the  future  of  our  public  lands.     As 
our  population  grows  we  find  that  we  can  no  longer  ignore  our  responsibilities 
of  ensuring  a  stable  environment  for  future  generations.      It  is  one  thing   to 
use  the  land  for  society's  needs.     But,  to  sacrifice  irreplaceable  lands  for  short 
term  oains  at  the  expense  of  public  good  spells  disaster.     I  feel   that  if  is  the 
ELM'sVesponsitility  to  manage  public  lands  for  not  only  the  public  good  today,  tut 
for  the  future.     Future  generations  will   need  our  public  resources   in  good  condition 
to  help  with  the  challenges  of  tomorrow. 

Dorian  Duff. 

1525  Hal 

Poise,   ID     83705 


Mr.    Gary   Carson 
Jarbidge   Area   Manager 
January    3,    1985 
Page   2 
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A  National  Register  district  should  also  be  consid- 
ered for  MUA  4,  the  Snake  River  Riparian  Unit. 
Numerous  important  archaeological  sites  occur 
on  both  sides  of  the  Snake  River.   A  district 
in  this  area  would  provide  recognition  for  the 
probable  winter  habitations  of  Indians  who  lived 
in  the  area  for  the  last  12,000  years. 


Thank  you  for  allowing  us  to  comment.   If  there  are  questions 
about  our  comments,  please  contact  us  (208-334-3847). 

Sincerely, 


^Jhn*^&y.  ^Zc*_*— -^ 


THOMAS  J.  OREEN 

State  Archaeologist 

State  Historic  Preservation  Office 
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m  STATE  OF  IDAHO 


DEPARTMENT  OF  LANDS 


STATEHOUSt.  BOISE.  IDAHO  83720 


January  3,    1985 


DEPARTMtNT  Oh  LANDS 

SOUTH  CENTRAL    ARIA 

BOX  \49 

GOODING.  IDAHO  83330 

PHONE  934  5606 


Gary  Carson,  Jarbidge  Area  Manager 
Boise  District  Office,  BLM 
3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  ID  83705 

Dear  Mr.   Carson: 
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The  Department  of  Lands  has  reviewed  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Management  Plan/ 

Environmental  Impact  Statement.  Our  comments  and  recommendations  are  as  follows: 

1.  On  map  3  and  map  1-2  "Multiple  Use  Areas"  Sailor  Creek  East  and  Sailor  Creek 
West  unit  names  appear  to  have  been  mistakingly  turned  around. 

2.  No  date  is  given  for  the  completion  of  the  RMP  for  the  two  Sailor  Creek 
Allotments. 

3.  Land  exchange  to  consolidate  ownerships  be  given  a  high  priority  in  the 
Districts  planning  process  per  the  State/BLM  Land  Exchange  strategy  agreement. 

H.     Idaho  Department  of  Lands  needs  to  be  involved  in  the  early  stages  of  manage- 
ment decision  making  involving  state  lands. 

5.  A  cooperative  review  by  the  state  and  BLM  before  making  any  changes  in  exchange 
of  use  involving  state  lands. 

6.  The  Department  of  Lands  needs  to  be  involved  in  the  planning  of  range  land 
improvements  that  either  adjoins  state  or  could  extend  onto  state  lands. 

7.  Any  limitations  of  access  for  using  state  lands  including  oil,  gas  or  mineral 
development  may  adversly  affect  the  income  to  the  public  schools  from  the  state 
lands.  Therefore,  prior  to  any  restrictions  on  access,  we  request  that  land 
exchange  be  pursued  to  provide  the  state  with  other  lands  of  equal  potential. 

The  decisions  concerning  wilderness  study  units  could  be  an  example  of  this  concern. 

The  state  endowment  lands  were  given  to  the  State  of  Idaho  as  a  source  of  income 
to  the  beneficiaries  of  the  endowment  i.e.  the  Public  Schools.  Since  these  lands 
are  significantly  intermingled  with  the  BLM  lands,  most  decisions  made  by  the  BLM 
can  affect  the  use  and  income  from  these  lands.  Therefore,  the  Department  of  Lands 
needs  to  be  involved  in  the  management  decisions  affecting  state  lands.  Land 
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EQUAL  OPPORTUNITY  EMPLOYER 


January  2,    1985 

Gary  Carson 
Jarbidge  Area  Manager 
Boise  District  Office,  3LM 
jy4j  Development  Ave 
Boise,   Idaho     83705 

Dear  Mr.  Carson, 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Jarbidge  RMP/EIS. 
Many  of  our  comments  relate  to  the  range  resource  management  program  we 
have  supported  and  continue  to  support  through  the  Balanced  Rock  Soil 
conservation  District  in  cooperation  with  the  Soil  Conservation  Service. 

We  have  supported  and  continue  to  support  the  concept  of  Coordinated 
Resource  Management  Plans  (CRMP) .  In  the  past  five  years  we  have  supported 
development  of  conservation  plans  on  private  lands.  We  anticipated  that 
upon  completion  of  the  BLM's  FIS  process  we  could  then  proceed  with  develop- 
ment of  CRMP's.  We  have  an  active  list  of  requests  on  file  of  individuals 
who  have  requested  CRMP's  through  our  District.  The  list  has  been  reviewed 
annually  at  the  local  CRMP  meetings.  This  list  includes,  by  priority,  the 
Brackett  ranches,  Maurice  Guerry,  Rolland  Patrick,  Ken  Tverdy,  Duane  Ramseyer, 
and  .iost  recently  we  receive!  a   request  for  a  CRMF  from  Allan  Adams.  The 
BIM,  as  well  as  other  representative  aqencies,  has  concurred  with  the  priority 
of  this  list.  We  feel  that  these  individuals  or  their  respective  allotments, 
whichever  is  appropriate,  should  be  shown  as  those  allotments  in  need  of  a 
CRMP  in  the  RMP  Management  Prescriptions  by  Multiple  Use  Area  (MUA)  under 
part  G,  Activity  Plans.  On  page  eight  of  the  RMP  under  the  livestock  grazing 
management  paragraph  it  is  mentioned  that  twenty  CRMP's  would  be  implemented, 
howpver,  there  is  no  indication  of  which  allotments  would  be  considered  for  a 
CRMP.  For  the  above  mentioned  reasons,  we  feel  that  the  named  individuals 
(allotments)  should  be  indicated  for  development  of  CRMP's,  and  carried  out 
.  in  the  future  with  those  who  are  ready,  willing  and  able  to  do  so. 

In  addition,  a  CRMP  was  developed  for  the  Swan  Land  and  Livestock 
allotments  in  1980.  This  was  signed  by  all  representative  agencies  and  has 
been  reviewed  annually.  The  RMP/EIS  does  not  recognize  this  plan  as  a 


Gary  Carson 
Jan.  3,  1985 
Page  2 
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exchange  is  a  method  we  can  use  to  separate  the  impacts  of  management  decisions, 
we  ask  that  land  exchange  be  given  a  high  priority. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely , 


?l.i 


i*£~i>  ^^z^y 


HOWARD  K.  KESTIE 
Area  Supervisor 
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Jarbidge  RMP/EIS 
Page  2 
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CRMP.   It  should  be  recognized.  Also,  many  agencies  including  BLM  have  been 
working  on  the  development  of  the  Buck  Creek  or  Diamond  A  CRMP  for  the  past 
two  years.  The  draft  plan  has  been  reviewed  and  commented  on  by  all  agencies. 
The  final  draft  has  been  completed  and  the  signature  page  is  now  being  routed 
for  signatures  by  all  of  the  represented  groups.  On  page  61  of  the  RMP  this 
allotment  (1021)  is  shown  to  be  in  need  of  an  AMP.  The  CRMP  designation 
should  be  recognized  for  this  allotment. 

Following  are  some  specific  comments  in  regard  to  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (EIS) .  This  is  not  a  complete  list,  but  representative  of 
statements  in  the  draft: 

1)  Page  V  -  It  is  stated  that  fair  and  good  condition  range  would  remain 
unchanged  and  that  poor  condition  would  be  reduced  by  9%.  Much  of  the  land 
currently  in  poor  and  fair  condition  will  remain  the  same  because  of  the 
dense  sagebrush  canopy.   In  order  to  justify  a  long-term  range  increase  of 
nearly  100,000  AUM's  in  20  years,  there  should  be  many  more  brush  manipu- 
lation projects  allowed.  Current  projects  allow  for  only  27,536  acres  of 
brush  control  which  represents  less  than  2%  of  the  resource  area.  Conside- 
ration for  allowing  additional  limited  suppression  areas  would  help  in 
accoTrplishing  this  goal  as  well  as  reducing  costs  of  burns.  Also,  burned 
areas,  now  shown  as  comprising  13%  of  the  area,  should  not  take  on  the 
conotation  of  "once  a  burn,  always  a  burn".  Fire  has  been  a  natural 
influence  on  the  sagebrush-grass  rangelands  for  a  long  time.  Burned  areas, 
if  not  completely  dominated  by  cheatgrass,  begin  to  take  on  native  plant 
community  characteristics  after  a  period  of  time  under  proper  grazing  manage- 
r»ent.  There  appears  to  be  a  mystique  that  burned  areas  arc  always  to  he 
considered  burned  areas.  In  fact,  many  of  the  plant  communities  we  now 
observe  to  be  native  probably  burned  some  time  ago.  Much  of  the  current 
burned  acreage  should  be  given  an  ecological  condition  rating. 

2)  Page  V  -  "Increased  grazing  levels  would  also  cause  additional  erosion. 
Erosion  would  be  reduced  on  70  miles  of  stream  excluded  from  grazing." 
There  are  opinion  statements  which  should  be  eliminated.  These  things  may 
or  may  not  happen  and  should  be  stated  as  such  rather  than  as  fact. 

3)  Page  3-12  -  Paragraph  on  Sage  Grouse.  For  the  past  two  years  weather 
has  been  the  most  devastating  factor  on  game  bird  numbers.  This  has  been 
mentioned  by  the  Fish  and  Game  Department  many  times.  The  paragraph  does 
not  even  mention  weather  influences.  The  mentioned  factors  are  only 
judgements. 
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4)  Map  3-1,  which  indicates  present  vegetation,  has  some  errors.  Our 
resource  data  collected  while  developing  conservation  plans  is  the  basis 
for  this  statement.  In  fact,  in  MUA  15  &  16,  most  of  the  big  sagebrush 
above  5400  feet  in  elevation  is  mountain  big  sagebrush.  This  map  does  not 
show  any  mountain  big  sagebrush  in  these  MUA's.  Also,  some  of  the  areas 
delineated  as  black  sage  are  actually  low  sage. 

Other  general  comments  are  following: 

Much  OC  iSJA  15  -ls  l&ivaLe  land.   These  lands  eiiconipabs  uiich  uf  Lht  waiter 
available  to  livestock  and  wildlife.   In  addition,  much  of  the  big  game 
winter  habitat  is  located  on  these  lands.  Consideration  should  be  given 
toward  additional  range  improvement  developments  for  forage  production  on 
public  lands  where  few  conflicts  exist  with  wildlife  and  other  resource 
values.  If  this  is  not  considered,  there  will  be  increased  demands  on  the 
private  lands  for  additional  forage,  thus  potentially  reducing  needed  wild- 
life habitat. 

It  appears  that  many  of  the  allotments  classified  under  the  "M"  category 
are  in  poor  ecological  condition.  Maintaining  poor  ecological  condition  is 
not  a  recommended  alternative.  Possibly  some  of  the  allotments  should  be 
recategorized.  An  alternative  to  this  could  be  to  categorize  smaller  areas 
within  allotments  rather  than  lumping  an  entire  allotment  into  one  classi- 
fication . 

Use  of  five-year  average  use  figures  would  be  a  fairer  methcd  fcr  initial 
stocking  rather  than  using  the  forage  inventory  allocation,  .''tenitoring 
could  determine  any  need  for  adjustments.  However,  even  the  five-year  average 
use  figures  may  need  some  adjustment  if  non-use  has  been  taken  or  if  additional 
forage  has  been  developed  through  range  improvements.  This  recommendation  is 
made  due  to  the  admitted  "mimimum  amount  of  actual  plot  clipping  in  the 
resource  area  due  to  budgetary  constraints",  statement  on  page  F-l . 
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We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  statement. 
be  of  further  assistance,  please  let  us  know. 

Sincerely, 

Gary  Grinds taff 

Chairman,  Balanced  Rock  Soil  Conservation  District 


If  we  can 


N.I 


Clair  Whitlock,  Director 
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also  traverses  the  proposed  wild  horse  area.  While  there  are  no  significant 
ongoing  efforts  to  develop  these  lands,  reservoirs,  or  canal  routes,  it  is 
important  to  Idaho's  economy  to  keep  the  options  open  for  development  when  it 
is  needed.  Any  section  to  designate  the  wild  horse  area  should  include 
recognition  of  these  values  and  provide  for  review  and  change  of  the 
designation  upon  request  by  the  state  of  Idaho. 

Similarity,  the  designation  of  the  full  50  mile  stretch  between  Balance 
Rock  Road  and  Salmon  Falls  Dam  on  Salmon  Falls  Creek  as  a  natural  area  will 
present  an  obstacle  to  future  development  of  the  Bruneau  Plateau.  A  siphon 
to  allow  Snake  River  water  diverted  at  Milner  to  cross  Salmon  Falls  Creek  may 
be  the  only  means  of  economically  developing,  and  perhaps  of  retaining  existing, 
irrigated  areas.   Any  designation  as  a  natural  area  should  include  a 
recognition  that  the  designation  will  be  reviewed  upon  request  to  allow 
identification  of  a  suitable  siphon  crossing  upon  the  request  of  the  state  of 
Idaho. 

The  descriptions  of  the  impacts  of  each  EIS  alternative  gives  an 
indication  of  the  water  required  for  irrigation  development  (see  pages  4-1, 
4-27,  4-42  and  4-56).   The  EIS  applies  a  statutory  maximum  diversion  rate  to 
each  acre  developed  which  results  in  a  significant  overstatement  of  the 
diversion  rate  likely  to  occur  at  any  one  time.   The  actual  diversion  rate  will 
depend  upon  the  design  of  the  projects  and  administrative  constraints  placed 
upon  their  operation.  The  volume  of  water  depleted  from  the  river  system  as 
a  result  of  irrigation  development  is  the  proper  way  of  describing  the  impact 
rather  than  listing  a  hypothetical  diversion  rate. 

As  an  example,  the  water  requirements  for  Alternative  C  is  listed  on 
page  4-42  as  1701  cfs.  This  would  seem  to  require  26  percent  of  the  typical 
August  low  flow  at  King  Hill  (refer  to  table  4-3  on  page  4-16).  The  volume 
depleted  if  Alternative  C  were  fully  developed  would  be  198,000  af  per  year. 
If  this  amount  were  depleted  from  the  stream  uniformly  over  the  entire  year,  the 
reduction  would  be  274  cfs  or  about  four  percent  of  the  typical  August  flow. 

While  it  is  unlikely  that  all  developments  will  yield  a  uniform  year 
round  depletion,  the  proposed  Swan  Falls  Agreement  will  raise  the  level  of  the 
minimum  flow  to  be  maintained  at  Murphy  and  would  restrict  off  stream--off 
season  diversion  to  storage  from  the  main  stem  of  the  Snake  River.   These 
requirements  will  force  the  developers  to  design  and  operate,  and  the  state  to 
only  allow,  projects  which  minimize  the  reduction  of  both  summer  and  winter  low 
flows.   Use  of  ground  water  and  storage  obtained  upstream  from  Milner  Dam  will 
be  likely  methods  of  meeting  this  challenge.   For  this  reason,  the  actual 
impacts  on  Snake  River  flows  will  be  significantly  less  than  that  suggested  on 
either  page  4-16  or  page  4-42.  This  also  underscores  the  importance  of  making 
provisions  for  the  canal  and  siphon  crossing  at  Salmon  Falls  Creek  and  the 
Sailor  Creek  wild  horse  area  to  allow  some  flexibility  in  procuring  water 
supplies  for  new  developments  and  perhaps  for  maintaining  existing  developments. 

The  economic  evaluation  of  developing  irrigated  lands  presented  on  page 
4-54  represents  a  substantial  change  from  that  presented  by  BLM  on  page  8-36 


State  of  Idaho 

DEPARTMENT  OF  WATER  RESOURCES 

STATE  OFFICE,  450  W.  Srate  Street,  Boise,  Idaho 


)OMH  V  EVANS 


A.  KENNETH  DUNN 
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Moiling  address: 

Sratehouse 

Boise.  Idaho  83720 

(208)  334-4440 


January  3,  1985 


Clair  Whitlock,  Director 
Idaho  State  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
3380  Americana  Terrace 
Boise,  ID   83706 

Dear  Mr.  Whitlock: 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the  draft  Jarbidge 
Resource  Management  Plan  and  EIS  Statement.  I  also  appreciated  the  briefing 
that  Mr.  Gary  Carson  and  other  members  of  your  Boise  District  staff  provided 
recently  for  the  Water  Resource  Board  on  this  matter. 

The  plan  as  ultimately  implemented  will  have  a  significant  effect  on 
the  quality  of  life  in  the  area  and  throughout  the  state.  While  it  is 
important  to  recognize  and  protect  recreation,  wildlife  and  cultural  values 
in  the  area,  it  is  also  important  to  provide  for  the  continued  economic 
growth  of  southwestern  Idaho.   I  understand  that  the  preferred  alternative, 
"Alternative  C,"  is  an  effort  to  balance  these  competing  uses;  and  from  that 
standpoint,  I  believe  the  preferred  alternative  most  comports  with  state  water 
policy. 

While  Alternative  C  provides  for  a  level  of  ag  development  that  is 
substantially  in  accord  with  that  estimated  by  the  Swan  Falls  Advisory  Committee, 
and  over  the  15  to  20  year  life  of  the  RMP,  it  is  supportive  of  the  State  Water 
Plan,  I  am  concerned  that  specific  aspects  of  the  plan  may  prevent  the 
realization  of  the  development  level  offered.   Designation  of  boundaries  for  the 
Sailor  Creek  wild  horse  herd,  Salmon  Falls  Creek  as  a  natural  area,  the  Oregon 
Trail  segments  as  an  area  of  no  disturbance,  and  the  Sandpoint  Paleontological 
Site  will  directly  prohibit  development  of  some  irrigation  projects  or 
seriously  affect  the  economic  feasibility  of  other  projects.  The  proposed 
boundaries  for  the  Sailor  Creek  wild  horse  herd  area  encompasses  all  or  part  of 
a  number  of  Carey  Act  filings.  The  area  would  also  cover  two  potential 
reservoir  sites  (Grindstone  Butte  and  Sailor  Creek)  designated  in  Policy  21, 
State  Water  Plan  and  the  upper  areas  of  Rosevear  Gulch  Reservoir  site.   The 
route  for  a  canal  to  provide  Snake  River  water  diverted  upstream  at  Milner 


Clair  Whitlock,  Director 
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of  the  Ag-EIS  published  in  1979.   Further,  the  conclusions  drawn  regarding  over- 
all costs  and  benefits  in  developing  ag  lands  do  not  track  with  studies  made 
by  other  economists  in  response  to  the  Swan  Falls  controversy.  The  documentation 
and  discussion  of  assumptions  are  not  sufficient  in  the  EIS  to  allow  a  detailed 
review  of  the  economic  section. 

This  department  and  the  Water  Resource  Board  have  been  assured  by  members 
of  your  staff  that  the  plan,  even  when  adopted,  is  not  cast  in  concrete  and 
can  be  reviewed  and  changed  as  necessary  to  allow  state  objectives  to  be  met. 
I  encourage  you  to  provide  for  expediting  such  reviews  as  you  adopt  the  plan 
and  any  specific  designations  provided  for  in  the  plan.  Thank  you  again  for 
the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  RMP--EIS. 


Martin  Zimmer,  Boise  Distric 
BLM 
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Mr.  Gary  Carson,  Jarbidge  Area  Manager 
Boise  District  Office,  BLM 
39U8  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  Idaho  83705 

Dear  Mr.  Garsoni 

The  following  comments  have  to  do  with  consideration  of  research 
natural  areas  or  equivalents  in  the  Draft  Jarbidge  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

We  are  especially  concerned  about  preservation  of  small  areas  in 

an  undisturbed  condition  to  serve  as  l)  reference  or  baseline 

areas  for  comparison  with  areas  under  intensive  management,  and 

2)  areas  to  preserve  rare  natural  conditions  for  purposes  of  science, 

education,  and  research.  We  are  very  much  interested  in  the  four 

situations  provided  for  in  the  Plan:  Salmon  Falls  Canyon,  Hagerman 

Fossil  Site,  Sand  Point  Site,  and  Cougar  Canyon  in  the  Bruneau- 

Jarbldge  Canyons  complex.  In  these  we  are  interested  in  all  forms 

of  natural  diversity  including  flora,  fauna,  geology,  and  paleontology. 

Following  are  a  few  comments  about  each  of  these  four  situations! 

Hagerman  Paleontolo^ic  Area 

We  are  glad  to  see  attention  given  to  this  area.  The  area  Is  so 
important  for  its  paleontologlc  values  that  it  would  seem  prudent 
to  remove  it  from  all  ORV  and  livestock  use.   If  removed  from  such 
uses  it  could  serve  as  a  valuable  baseline  area  for  development  of 
undisturbed  vegetation,  also.  We  would  like  to  see  this  area 
designated  a  Research  Natural  Area. 

Sand  Point  ACEC 

This  area  has  so  many  values  for  research  and  education  that  protection 
and  designation  as  a  Research  Natural  Area  would  seem  to  be  In  order. 

Bruneau/Jarbldge  River  ACEC 

The  BLM  recognized  the  natural  values  of  these  canyons  by  listing 
them  in  the  publication,  "A  Directory  of  Natural  Areas  on  Federal 
Lands  of  the  United  States  of  America",  compiled  by  the  Federal 
Committee  on  Research  Natural  Areas,  1968.  The  Bruneau  River  Canyon 
Natural  Area  was  listed  as  Area  249  and  the  Jarbidge  River  Canyon 
Natural  Area  as  Area  305  *n  that  publication.  We  are  glad  to  see 
these  canyons  proposed  for  ACEC  designation*  We  would  especially 
like  to  see  the  ungrazed  part  of  Cougar  Creek  Canyon  in  this  ACEC 
established  as  a  Research  Natural  Area.  The  undisturbed  vegetation 
of  this  area  is  important  for  baseline  or  reference  purposes. 
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Mr.  John  Zltmner 

District  Manager 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Boise  District 

3948  Development  Avenue 

Boise,  Idaho  83705 

Dear  Mr.  Zimmer: 

I  am  writing  as  a  concerned  Idaho  resident  who  objects  to  the 
Jarbidge  Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement, 
especially  land  in  the  south  eastern  portion  of  the  proposed  area. 

I  feel  wild  game  plantings  will  eventually,  if  not  immediately, 
create  direct  competition  with  the  livestock  grazing  in  the  form  of 
available  AUM's  and  could  restrict  certain  areas  to  wild  game  which 
are  now  being  used  by  livestock.   The  financially  struggling  livestock 
Industry  in  Idaho  does  not  need  any  additional  competition. 

II  am  concerned  as  to  the  cost  of  implementing  the  Jarbidge 
Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  as  I  have 
not  seen  cost  estimates,  which  as  a  taxpayer,  I  could  be  supporting. 

Again,  my  concern  is  the  direct  competition  to  the  livestock 
industry  the  project  may  develop. 


Charles  R. ^Potter 
P.O.  Box  65 
420  Washington  St. 
Kimberly,  Idaho  83341 
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Devil  Creek  Ranch 
Rogerson,  Idaho  83302 
January  2,  1985 


Salmon  Falls  Canyon  Outstanding  Natural  Area 

We  strongly  endorse  this  proposal.  The  BLM  once  listed  this  canyon 
as  Area  259  Salmon  Falls  Canyon  Natural  Area  in  the  I968  list  of 
natural  areas  on  Federal  lands.   In  addition  to  the  values  listed 
in  the  Plan  and  ELS,  the  canyon  contains  areas  of  sagebrush  - 
grass  mixtures  in  an  undisturbed  condition  and  can  serve  as  a  good 
reference  area. 


In  addition  to  the  four  areas  commented  on,  we  are  very  anxious 
to  see  a  small  area  of  salt  desert  shrub  vegetation  in  good 
condition  set  aside  as  a  research  natural  area.  We  badly  need  an 
undisturbed  area  of  this  vegetation  in  good  condition  as  a 
reference  area  and  for  research  and  educational  purposes.  Does 
the  Jarbidge  Area  offer  any  possibilities? 


Sincerely 

Charles  A.  Wellner,  Chairman 

Idaho  Natural  Areas  Coordinating  Committee 
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Martin  Zinmer 

District  Manager,  Boise  District  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

3948  Development  Avenue 

Boise,  Idaho  83705 
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Dear  Mr.   Zinmer: 

I  would  like  to  ccrmenl:  on  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environment  Impact  Statement  on  behalf  of  the  "71"  Livestock  Association. 
This  association  was  formed  in  1917  for  the  purpose  of  bettering  conditions 
on  the  range  and  our  motive  in  1985  is  no  different.  The  "71"  Association 
has  been  proud  of  the  working  relationship  with  the  government  agencies 
involved  in  this  organization.  It  is  with  this  thought  in  mind  that  I 
address  the  following  issues. 

In  general,  we  feel  that  this  draft  is  very  poorly  written.  It  appears 
that  insufficient  time  and/or  manpower  were  available  to  do  an  adequate  job, 
resulting  in  a  haphazard  form  that  is  hard  to  decipher. 

We  feel  that  the  forage  inventory  and  ecological  conditions  of  these 
lands  are  not  as  accurate  or  complete  as  they  should  be.  There  are  some 
cuts  in  grazing  with  ecological  status  rated  as  excellent.  Then,  in  com- 
plete contrast,  you  advocated  an  increase  in  AUMs  where  the  conditions  were 
listed  as  poor.  You  have  not  used  native  grass  as  a  vegetative  cover  in  seme 
areas  which  we  feel  should  be  one  of  the  most  important  criteria.  You  have 
classified  many  acres  of  this  ground  listed  as  in  poor  condition  in  a  main- 
tain condition. 

We  question  how  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  can  be  land  managers  if 
they  are  not  managing  the  lands  for  the  betterment  for  all  the  users  involved, 
whether  it  be  for  wildlife,  recreation,  grazing,  etc.  Improvements  in  seme 
of  the  multiple  use  areas  are  almost  non-existant .  We  feel  that  it  is  next  to 
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impossible  to  look  down  the  road  twenty  years  from  now  to  analyze  the  needs 
or  the  amount  of  money  alloted  for  range  improvements.  We  believe  that  the 
public  lands  issues  should  be  assessed,  evaluated,  and  acted  upon  as  the 
needs  arise.  You  have  implied  that  range  improvements  have  benefited  only 
the  livestock  grazing.  We,  in  the  grazing  association,  take  objection  to 
that  theory.  Range  improvements  have  been  fruitful  to  all  users  and  will 
continue  to  be  in  the  future. 

We  feel  that  land  owners  should  have  more  imput  on  assessing  the  number 
and  species  of  wildlife  in  the  Jarbidge  Resourse  Area  because  a  good  share  of 
their  prime  habitat  involves  private  lands.  We  are  very  opposed  to  the  alloca- 
tion of  feed  for  the  proposed  introduction  of  elk  in  the  Jarbidge  Wilderness 
Area  of  Nevada.  We  also  oppose  Wilderness,  Area  of  Critical  Environment 
Concern  and  Recreational  Area  Management  Plan  in  the  resource  area.  Wild  and 
Scenic  River  status  will  protect  the  canyon  complexes,  which  are  the  only  lands 
that  should  be  considered  for  the  above. 

Other  concerns  need  to  be  addressed  in  your  draft.  They  include  Riparian, 
Aquatic  Habitat,  and  Culture  Sites. 

The  "71"  Livestock  Association  goes  on  record  as  opposing  this  draft  as 
it  is  written  and  recommend  that  all  users  of  public  lands  be  a  driving  force 
in  writing  the  final  draft.  We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  respond  to  the 
Jarbidge  Resource  Management  Plan. 


Respectively  yours. 


Randall  Brewer 

President  -  71  Livestock  Association 
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ment.   Unless  this  program  is  changed  substantially,  there  is 
little  chance  for  improvement  over  the  next  20  years. 

Much  of  the  inventory  data  is  worthless  and  should  be  dis- 
carded.  On  Page  Fl  it  states  that  there  was  a  minimum  amount 
of  clipping  due  to  budgetary  constraints.   I  enclose  a  letter 
from  Ted  Milesnick,  RMP  Team  Leader,  in  which  he  states  that 
no  clipping  was  done  in  either  the  West  Devil  or  Jarbidge  Foot- 
hill MUA.   In  developing  our  CAMP,  the  SCS  did  extensive  clipp- 
ing in  all  of  our  allotments.   Stocking  rates  were  based  on 
50%  use  of  grass,  10%  use  of  forbs  with  800  lbs  of  dry  forage 
per  AUM.   I  have  listed  the  RMP  inventory,  5  yr.  average  use. 
Class  1  privilege  on  the  various  allotments.   I  have  also 
listed  the  actual  forage  as  clipped  and  weighed  by  the  S. C. S. 

ALLOTMENT  ECOLOGICAL   CLASS  I       5  YR  AVE.   SCS         INITIAL     20  YR. 
NO.      CONDITION    PREFERENCE     USE      INVENTORY  FORAGE  LEV.  FORAGE 

LEVEL 


1120 

Fair  or  Burn 

1519 

2989 

4281 

3163 

3663 

1121 

Poor  or  Burn 
Small  Fair  s, 
Good 

2279 

4453 

5475 

2825 

3025 

1042 


Good  &  Fair 


667 


583 


1102 


282  (-59)  274(-60) 


This  range  is  producing  at  the  rate  of  3.1  to  3.5  acres  per  A. U. M. 
There  is  approximately  3580  acres  of  BLM  land  in  the  field.   This 
is  intermingled  with  about  9600  acres  of  private  land.   At  3.25 
acres  per  AUM,  this  would  figure  about  1102  AUM' s. 

From  the  huge  discrepancies  between  SCS  data  which  included 
many  clippings,  and  the  ocular  observations  of  the  RMP  team,  it 
is  obvious  that  the  inventory  on  Table  "F"  has  no  value. 
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III. 


My  name  is  J.  W.  Swan.   I  am  making  this  statement  concerning 
the  "Draft  Jarbidge  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental 
Impact  Statement"  on  behalf  of  Swan  Land  &  Livestock  Company,  a 
family  corporation,  which  is  a  permittee  in  the  Jarbidge  Resource 
Area.   We  have  allotments  in  the  MUA's  referred  to  as  the  "West 
Devils"  and  the  "Jarbidge  Foothills".   We  manage  these  allotments 
under  the  Devil  Creek  Allotment  Management  Plan  and  the  Swan  Land 
and  Livestock  Coordinated  Resource  Management  Plan  which  has  been 
"signed  off"  on  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  the  B.L.M., 
U.S.  Forest  Service,  Idaho  Fish  and  Game,  Idaho  Dept.  of  Lands  and 
Swan  Land  &  Livestock  Company.   BLM  approval  was  considered 
interim,  pending  completion  of  the  Jarbidge  RMP  and  EIS.   Range 
Improvement  projects  were  to  be  subject  to  environmental  assess- 
ments. 

The  range  improvement  and  vegetative  manipulation  program 
is  entirely  inadequate.   About  800,000  acres  are  classified  as 
being  in  ecologically  poor  condition.   The  plan  only  calls  for 
57,976  acres  of  brush  control,  brush  control  and  seeding  and 
seeding  with  no  brush  control  necessary.   Our  CRMP  identifies 
approximately  19,000  acres  in  the  West  Devil  M.U.A.  that  needs 
brush  control  in  our  allotments.   On  page  8  it  states  that  range 
conditions  will  improve  with  adjustments  of  livestock  use.   This 
is  not  necessarily  true  and  should  be  either  qualified  or  removed 
from  the  statement.   In  many  areas  where  there  is  a  full  canopy 
of  sagebrush  there  will  be  no  improvement  in  range  conditions 
without  brush  manipulation.   The  soil  shows  great  potential . 
If  the  BLM  doesn't  want  to  improve  this  range,  they  should 
classify  it  in  "C"  category  and  only  give  it  custodial  manage- 
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There  is  such  a  variance  in  allotment  1042,  about  400%  that  one 
must  be  concerned  at  to  whether  any  of  the  inventory  team  were 
actually  on  the  ground. 

Practically  all  of  the  range  in  allotment  #1121  is  rated 
at  4  acre  range.  This  hardly  indicates  range  that  is  in  poor 
ecological  condition. 

When  does  a  burn  cease  to  be  a  burn?   It  must  be  obvious 
that  all  of  the  area  has  been  burned  many  times  in  the  last 
25,000  years.   If  fire  is  part  of  our  natural  ecosystem,  why 
should  burns  not  be  given  an  ecological  condition?   It  has  been 
stated  that  all  burns  have  either  been  seeded  to  crested  wheat 
grass  or  have  grown  up  with  cheat  grass.   I  quote  from  Page  49 
of  the  RMP  "Vegetation  is  Wyoming  big  sage  with  burned  areas 
seeded  to  crested  wheatgrass".   Of  the  75,000  acres  of  the 
West  Devil  Creek  area  that  have  been  burned,  only  3  sections 
have  been  seeded.   It  is  true  that  there  is  much  cheat  grass  in 
the  area.   There  are  also  many  perennial  grasses.   Our  CRMP  uses 
Thurber's  Needle  Grass,  Blue  Bunch  Wheatgrass,  Squirrel  Tail 
and  Idaho  Fescue  as  the  key  plants  in  our  allotments  in  West 
Devil  Creek.   In  the  Jarbidge  Foothills  the  key  grasses  are 
Idaho  Fescue  and  Blue  Bunch  Wheatgrass.   In  many  sections. 
Western  Wheatgrass  is  the  main  grass.   Sandburg  Bluegrass  is 
found  in  every  field. 

Again  quoting  from  page  49:   "Maintain  existing  ecological 
conditions".   With  much  of  West  Devil  Creek  in  poor  condition 
or  classified  as  "Burns"  this  hardly  seems  a  worthwhile  goal. 
It  certainly  isn't  mine. 
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The  majority  of  MUA  #15,  Jarbidge  Foothills,  is  listed  in 
fair  to  excellent  ecological  condition.   I  believe  that  this 
is  generally  true.   However,  in  my  own  allotment  #1042,  page 
F-10,  it  shows  an  initial  stocking  rate  at  40%  of  Class  one 
preference  and  5  year  average  use.   At  the  end  of  20  years, 
this  should  be  adjusted  to  only  33%  of  Class  one  preference. 
This  allotment  is  in  M  category,  ecological  condition  is  satis- 
factory, trend  is  up  by  SCS  standards.   Why  should  initial 
forage  level  show  such  a  disparity?   Again  it  is  apparent  that 
no  one  from  the  inventory  team  visited  the  allotment. 

Over  25%  of  the  land  in  this  MUA  is  privately  owned.   Much 
of  the  water  as  well  as  the  choice  wildlife  habitat  is  on  private 
land.   The  RMP  proposes  to  provide  forage  for  1500  mule  deer, 
1170  antelope  and  56  Bighorn  sheep.   This  goal  is  set  without 
any  consultation  or  cooperation  with  the  private  landowners. 
The  wildlife  obviously  doesn't  know  where  public  land  ends  and 
private  land  begins.   They  label  a  good  part  of  the  area  as 
"crucial"  winter  big  game  habitat.   A  large  proportion  of  this 
"crucial"  area  is  private  land.   In  winters  of  heavy  snow  such 
as  1983-84  the  so  called  "crucial"  area  was  covered  with  deep 
snow.   The  antelope  and  deer  migrated  far  to  the  north  and 
suffered  very  little  winter  loss.   The  range  that  is  "crucial" 
depends  entirely  upon  the  winters.   Fortunately  we  have  an 
abundance  of  winter  feed  for  both  deer  and  antelope  on  a  com- 
bination of  private  and  public  land.   It  is  certainly  not 
necessary  to  label  it  as  crucial  deer  winter  range.   The  person 
who  so  designated  the  area  has  obviously  not  spent  many  winters 
in  the  Jarbidge  Foothills. 
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In  several  place  the  RMP  talks  about  forage  for  the  re- 
introduction  of  elk.   There  has  been  no  documentation  of  a 
previous  elk  herd  in  Jarbidge;  therefore,  it  is  an  introduction. 
It  is  apparent  that  most  of  the  winter  range  for  elk  if  they 
are  introduced,  will  be  on  private  property  of  Idaho  ranchers. 
The  ranchers  involved  are  unanimous  in  their  opposition  to 
this  introduction. 

I  object  to  the  creation  of  an  80,000  Acre  ACEC  for  big 
horn  sheep.   On  page  68,  it  states  that  protection  of  big  horn 
habitat  is  dependent  upon  maintaining  a  separation  of  use  be- 
tween big  horn  sheep  and  domestic  livestock.   I  do  not  believe 
this  is  a  proven  fact.   On  the  Morgan  Creek  area  near  Challis, 
it  is  my  understanding  that  the  big  horn  sheep  and  cattle  are 
doing  well  under  multiple  use  management.   Much  more  research 
needs  to  be  done  before  a  single  use  area  of  this  size  is 
created  for  big  horn  sheep. 

The  vegetative  descriptions  and  maps  are  completely  mis- 
leading.  Map  3-1  refers  only  to  browse  as  the  vegetative  cover . 
Much  of  the  resource  area  is  covered  with  dense  stands  of  grass 
and  should  be  identified.   In  addition  most  of  the  sage  south 
of  the  Jarbidge  road  is  mountain  big  sage,  not  Wyoming  or  black 
sage  as  identified  on  the  map. 

Those  of  us  that  ranch  in  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area  are 
very  proud  of  our  management.   Many  thousands  of  dollars  of 
private  money  have  been  spent  on  BLM  lands  to  develop  water 
which  has  beneficial  for  both  domestic  livestock  and  wildlife. 
In  the  West  Devil  Creek  area  alone,  this  has  extended  the 
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The  improvement  program  over  20  years  is  ridiculous.   Only 
640  acres  of  brush  control,  1000  acres  of  seedings  for  livestock 
and  4,900  acres  of  reseeding  for  wildlife.   Even  though  some  of 
the  best  riparian  areas  in  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Areas  are  in 
this  MUA,  there  is  absolutely  no  provision  for  development  of 
off  stream  water.   I  quote  "0  pipelines,  0  watering  areas,  O 
reservoirs".   The  best  riparian  protection  is  the  development 
of  "off  stream"  water,  yet  none  is  contemplated  in  the  next  20 
years.   With  almost  72,000  acres  of  private  land  in  the  MUA, 
any  resource  management  plan  to  be  successful,  must  be  done 
with  cooperation,  coordination  and  consultation  of  all  land 
owners.   Especially  is  t  his  true  in  wildlife  habitat  management. 

In  determining  initial  forage  level  for  livestock  or  for 
projecting  livestock  use  in  20  years,  no  attempt  was  made  to 
ascertain  the  season  of  use.   Most  of  the  use  above  the  Class  I 
preference  has  been  made  during  the  fall  and  winter  season. 
It  is  obvious  that  more  of  the  plant  can  be  defoliated  if  most 
of  the  use  is  made  when  the  plant  is  dormant.   Without  knowledge 
of  "seasons  of  use"  the  "initial  forage  level"  would  have  no 
application. 

Because  of  the  above  reasons,  it  is  my  recommendation  that 
the  inventory  data  be  eliminated  from  the  final  document. 

The  boundaries  of  the  MUA's,  especially  the  Jarbidge  Foot- 
hill Area  was  inconsistent  with  the  use  patterns  by  livestock 
and  wildlife.   Even  the  Idaho  Fish  &  Game  recognize  the  Rogerson- 
Jarbidge  road  as  a  boundary  for  its  hunting  unit.   If  new  MUA's 
must  be  established,  at  least  this  boundary  should  be  changed. 
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antelope  range  for  40  miles.   We  have  been  among  the  leaders  in 
developing  grazing  systems  that  have  been  recommended  by  the 
BLM  and  other  range  managers.   There  has  long  been  a  spirit  of 
cooperation  between  the  ranchers  and  the  government  agencies, 
both  federal  and  state.   In  my  opinion,  this  document  attempts 
to  create  conflict  where  none  exists.   It  can  only  result  in  the 
polarization  of  feelings  among  the  various  users  of  the  public 
land.   It  has  been  documented  that  about  55%  of  the  wildlife 
habitat  is  on  private  lands  in  Idaho.   I  hope  that  the  final 
document  will  be  one  that  will  allow  us  to  continue  to  work 
together  to  resolve  conflicts,  not  create  conflicts.   Just  as 
many  of  we  ranchers  cannot  survive  without  the  use  of. public 
lands,  many  of  the  other  multiple  uses  cannot  survive  without 
access  to  our  private  lands. 
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LAND  &  LIVESTOCK  DIVISION 


Martin  J.  Zimmer 
Boise  District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Boise,  Idaho  83705 


January  4,  1985 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Boise  District 


Re:  Jarbidge  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Dear  Joe: 

Please  review  the  following  comments  on  the  draft  Jarbidge  RMP/EIS.  The 
comments  are  submitted  on  behalf  of  Simplot  Livestock  Company  to  be 
included  in  the  official  record. 

A  tremendous  amount  of  material  has  been  presented  in  your  draft  document. 
I  will  identify  those  points  of  major  error  which  need  modification  or 
clarification. 

1.  The  most  disturbing  data  of  the  document  is  the  forage  data  presented 
on  Table  F-4  of  the  Appendix  (Allotment  Summary).  Glaring  mistakes 
are  given  on  this  table.  These  errors  shed  doubt  on  all  the  forage 
data  presented. 

Very  little  information  is  given  on  how  the  forage  data  was  developed. 
It  is  obvious  that  the  persons  or  the  methodology  used  to  develop 
AUM's  of  production  on  a  given  allotment  were  in  error.   First  hand 
knowledge  of  many  of  the  allotments  and  their  production  are  so 
far  out  of  line  that  I  can  not  accept  these  figures  as  accurate.  A 
case  of  point  is  Simplot's  Blackrock  Pocket  allotment  located  on  the 
Diamond  A.  This  particular  allotment  was  seeded  several  years  ago 
following  a  large  range  fire.  Our  present  grazing  use  occurs  in  the 
fall  from  9/15  to  11/30.  Withthis  season  of  use  and  the  amount  of 
developed  forage  in  the  allotment,  present  utilization  is  running  at 
less  than  25%. 

The  forage  table  indicates  a  1%  increase  in  20  years.  Existing 
demand  could  easily  double  and  stay  within  the  guidelines  of  your 
forage  utilization.  An  error  of  this  magnitude  reaffirms  my  doubt  of 
all  the  forage  data  presented. 

2.  An  additional  point  is  under  the  multiple  use  area  descriptions.  All 
16  MUA's  identify  under  Actions,  Section  H  proposed  projects  to  be 
implemented  to  accomplish  20  year  goals.   Identifying  specific  numbers 
of  miles  of  fence  and  pipelines  and  specific  numbers  of  acres  of  brush 
control  is  a  poor  way  of  describing  your  future  management. 
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resource  areas  are  good  examples  of  BLM's  lack  of  funding  and  manpower 
to  adequately  maintain  these  types  of  projects. 

A  much  better  approach  to  improving  streams  is  developing  AMPs  which 
include  grazing  systems  designed  to  meet  your  objectives  would  be  a 
much  more  pratical  method  of  stream  and  fisheries  improvement. 

An  interesting  point  to  consider  is  on  your  Riparian  Habitat  Map  3-6. 
Many  miles  of  the  Bruneau  and  Jarbidge  Rivers  are  identified  as  poor 
and  fair  habitat.  No  livestock  use  has  occured  in  these  canyons  for 
the  past  50  years.  Is  removal  of  livestock  the  answer  to  the  problem 
or  are  other  factors  contributing  to  these  poor  ratings? 

Many  serious  errors  were  found  in  this  draft  document.   Errors  that 
must  be  corrected  before  you  proceed  with  a  final  document.  The 
most  disturbing  is  your  forage  data.  A  first  hand  knowledge  of  the 
entire  resource  area  and  the  present  production  found  on  these  lands 
are  not  reflected  in  your  draft  document. 

Your  ecological  condition  rating  is  very  midleading.   I  assume  your 
condition  ratings  were  developed  along  with  the  forage  data. 
Inadequate  data  and  a  lack  of  time  to  observe  the  area  in  question  has 
resulted  in  information  which  does  not  represent  the  present  situation. 

The  resource  base  south  of  the  Snake  River  has  shown  a  tremendous 
improvement  in  the  past  20  years.  This  area  is  certainly  the  most 
productive  range  site  in  the  State  of  Idaho.  Considerable  private  and 
federal  funds  have  been  invested  along  with  the  personal  conviction  of 
the  livestock  operators  using  these  lands  to  improve  them.  Your 
document  fails  to  recognize  the  progress  made.  This  range  resource 
is  one  of  the  best  and  will  continue  to  improve. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Frank  L.  Bachman 

Simplot  Livestock  Company 
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When  you  consider,  for  example,  that  the  Saylor  Creek  Unit  has  not 
yet  been  alloted,  it  is  impossible  to  envision  all  range  improvement 
projects  needed  to  implement  future  Allotment  Management  Plans. 
Would  it  not  be  better  to  identify  the  need  for  additional  improvements 
and  analyze  the  improvement  practice? 

Specific  miles  and  acres  are  a  guess  at  best  and  should  not  be  a 
limiting  factor  in  developing  the  best  AMP  possible  for  a  given 
allotment.  * 

3.  The  RMP/EIS  also  includes  a  large  wilderness  recommendation.  The 
wilderness  recommendation  overlaps  a  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River 
System  recommendation.  Both  wilderness  and  wild  and  scenic  proposals 
are  overlapped  with  ACEC  and  SRMA  proposals. 

The  RMP  states  in  the  text  that  BLM  supports  Wild  and  Scenic  Classifica- 
tion. Overlapping  with  wilderness,  ACEC,  and  SRMA  is  unwarranted  and 
not  the  desire  of  the  people  of  Idaho.  Those  acreages  which  fall 
outside  Wild  and  Scenic  designation  can  be  effectively  managed  under 
existing  land  use  plan  decisions,  without  special  designation. 

Should  your  wilderness  proposal  remain  in  the  final  document, 
additional  information  must  be  included. 

Our  company  owns  private  land  located  in  the  Bruneau  Canyon  at  Indian 
7».J    Hot  Springs.  Your  wilderness  maps  do  not  identify  this  private  land 
and  there  is  no  discussion  of  your  proposed  actions  to  the  private 
landowner.   The  crossing  at  Indian  Hot  Springs  is  also  critical  for 
movement  of  livestock  from  the  Bruneau  R.A.  to  the  Jarbidge  R.A. 
Limited  cattle  use  occurs  at  this  site  and  should  be  recognized  in 
the  document. 

The  table  lands  west  of  the  Jarbidge  River  should  not  be  included  as 
potential  wilderness.  The  area  doesn't  meet  the  criteria  for 
designation  and  could  not  be  managed  as  wilderness  in  the  future. 

This  area  is  also  very  important  winter  range  for  livestock.  Restrictions 
on  use  and  access  could  destroy  the  economic  base  of  the  Diamond  A  Ranch. 

As  I  mentioned,  the  table  lands  west  of  the  Jarbidge  do  not  meet  the 
criteria  for  wilderness.  A  major  reason  is  the  fact  that  the  primary 
flight  pattern  for  Air  Force  jets  using  the  Saylor  Creek  Gunnery  Range 
is  above  this  area. 

Continual  daily  low  level  flights  occur  across  this  table  area.  Solitude 
on  the  plateau  is  interupted  constantly  by  the  high  noise  level.  Any 
wilderness  values  which  may  exist  are  found  only  in  the  canyon  bottom, 
not  on  the  flat  plateaus. 

Fencing  streams  to  improve  riparian  and  fisheries  habitat  1s  very 
costly  and  the  annual  maintenance  required  to  keep  these  projects 
operational  are  also  very  time  consuming.  Most  fences  along  and  across 
streams  must  be  maintained  every   year.  Facilities  installed  in  other 
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Jarbidge  Are*  Manager 

Boise  District  Office,  B.L.M. 


Dear  Gary, 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Boise  District 


I  would  like  to  think  you  and  the  B.L.K.  for  the  opportunity  to  address 
some  of  my  concerns.  I  and  my  family  operate  a  small  cow/calf  unit  south  of 
Castleford  in  the  east  Devil  Creek  unit  known  as  the  Conover  allottment  #1126. 

I  think  the  basic  structure  of  the  E.I.S.   and  R.M.P.  is  good.     There  is 
some  wording  that  mny  need  some  changing,  but  I  think  that  has  been  addressed 
at  the  public  hearings  In  Twin  Falls  and  Three  Creek. 

One  concern  of  mine  is  that  I  think  the  boundaries  of  the  allottment  should 
follow  the  natural  and  existing  landmarks;  such  as  roads,   fences,  etc. 

The  P.M.P.  is  not  written  so  that  I  can  fully  understand  what  is   actually 
being  addressed.     I  would  like  some  language  that  would  address  maintainance 
burns.     Allottment  #1 1 ?6  is  almost  fully  developed  as  far  as  new  burns   and  re- 
seeding  is  concerned.     At  this  time  it  has  lj205  A.U.M.S  allotted  to  approxi- 
mately 15,760  acres.     Converting  this  to  3.7?  acres  per  A.U.M.     This  doesn't 
leave  any  room  for  sagebrush  invastion.     I  have  asked  for  a  maintalnance  burn 
in  the  South  Clark  seeding  where  it  has  been  determined  that  there  is  a  sage- 
brush invasion  of  around!2|^  canopy  cover.     At  this  time  I  haven't  heard  if 
it  has  been  approved.     We  have  to  be  allowed  to  maintain  these  seedings  by  cross- 
fencing,  brush  control,    and  water  development  or  we  soon  will  be  overgrazing 
and  have  to  reduce  our  Class  One  demand. 

In  the  past  we  have  tried  to  comply  with  the  rules  and  regulations  set 
forth  by  the  B.L.M.   and  it  has  restricted  our  ability  to  improve  our  allotment, 
(those  who  live  by  the  law  are  punished  by  the  law)     Now  we  have  had  to 
reduce  our  grazing  priviledges  from  Class  One  demand  10  to  2??.     Some  operators 
in  sharp  contrast  have  ignored  the  law  and  have  set  fires  indiscriminately 
with  no  regard  for  wildlife,  neighbors,   aesthetic  values,  cost  of  ft»e  suppression 
and  fire  rehabilitation.     These  operators  now  enjoy  grazing  priviledges   far  in 
excess  of  their  Class  One  demand.     I  don't  see  the  justice  in  these  practices* 
I'm  not  saying  that  the  improvements  weren't  good.     I'm  saying  that  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  improvements  were  bad.     I  don't  know  how  you  can  write  this 
into  a  R.M.P.,  but  the  point  if  that  too  much  control  will     end  up  as  no  control. 
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In  regard  to  the  cultural  eltes  along  Devil  Creek,  I  think  what  has 
taken  place  In  the  past  should  be  allowed  to  continue.  Each  site  should 
be  evaluated  case,  by  case*.. 

In  sunmarizing  ny  tjiougbta,  I  feel  that  each  allotment  ehould  be  eval- 
uated by  itself.  I  have  applied  for  end  am  working  toward  an  C.S Ji.P. 
I  would  hope  that  what  can  be  worked  out  between  the  agencies  Involved  should 
be  the  objection  and  the  goal  that  we  can  work  for. 

Thank  you  for  allowing  me  to  express  my  concerns  for  the  future. 


Sincerely, 


WY 


Ken  Tverdy 
Star  P.oute 
Castleford,  Idaho  83321 
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5.  Prescribed   burning  should  not  be    limited    to  Just    those 
areas    or  acres   mentioned   but   each  burn  considered    on   Its1 
own  merits. 

6.  The   Hagerman  Fossil  area    is   presently  used   by  me   as 
early  Spring   and    late  Pall  cattle   use.      The    open  water  and 
accesaabllity  to   water   before    Bell  Rapids    Mutual    Irrigation 
Co.    starts   pumping  and   after  they  shut   down   for   the    season 
makes    this    area   a  key  use    area   for  a   short   period   of   time. 
Conflicts   with   cattle    can   be   kept   to   a  minimum.      If   AUM's 
are    to   be   restricted    or  use    removed,    then  another  area    of 
use    should   be    defined. 

7.  The    so   called  wild   horses    are   not    actually  wild   but   are 
unclaimed   horses   at   the    time    the   U.S.    took   title    to    them. 
These    were   hors°s    turned    out    illegally  by   local  people   and 
never  captured   -stray  animals-  and   should   never   have    been 
included    in  the   Wild  Horse    Act.      These    horses    are    needed    as 
much   as   we   need   a   bull  elephant    in  our  Grandmothers?1  backyard* 
A    "Wild   Cow  Act"    should   be   next, 

8.  Recreationest    should   pay  their  fair   share    for  uses.      ORV's 
should   be   kept   to   a   minimum  and  only   in  designated  areas.      The 
present   Owsley  and   Fossil   areas    are   abused.      Fences    are    cut   to 
suit   their   immediate   desire    and   trails    are   not   followed.      These 
abusers    are    almost    impossible    to  control.      Recreation  areas 
need   constant   supervision, 

9*      Land  exchanges    or  siles    should   not   be    limited    just   to 
those    acres    included    in   this   RMP/EIS.     Other  land   should   be 
considered   as    the    need   arises.. 

10,      DLE/carry  Act:      Lessons    should   be    learned    from  recent 
agriculture   development.      Each  unit   developed   should   have   a 
soil  and  water  eroision  plan,    fences    for   livestock    if   needed- 
these    fences    should   be    on  the   property  lines-    ,    enforcement 
of  plan  before   lands    are    patented,   and   excluded   from  participat- 
ing   in  agricultural   subsidy  programs. 

Our  water  woi'ld   be    better  used   for   low  cost    power  generation 
as    opposed   to  consumptive. use    by  agriculture    to  produce    crops 
that   are    in  large   surpluss.      All   Public   Utility   rate    payers    pay 
for  the    additional   cost   of   hlr;h   lift    irrigation  projects.      Most 
projects    benefit   very   few  people.      The   developers    usually  le^.se 
the    land   and  end  up   selling   to    second   paries    thus    lepving   the 
problems    created   for   others    to  contend  with. 

Agriculture  production  In  excess  of  our  needs  addes  to  our 
oil  import  needs,  creates  more  balance  of  trade  deficit,  then 
we  give  th._  crops  away  to  other  countries  or  for  credit  that  is 
never  repaid.  Thus  adding  to  our  individual  tax  burden.  These 
farms  add  to  the  cost  of  PIK  programs  and  other  Government 
subsidies    thus    creating  more   demands    on   the    taxpayers. 
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Wendell   Idaho 
January  2,1985 


Mr.    Gary   Carson 
Jarbidge   Area  Manager 
Boise   District   Office.BLM 
391+8  Development   Avenue 
Boise,    Idaho  83705 
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Re: 


My  comments    regarding   the   draft    Jarbidge    RMP/EIS 
August   1984.         BLM  Reference   l6l6.7   JRMP. 


1.  We   want   to   include  Section  36   T9S  R9E    (our  State    lease 
section)    in  the   burn  and    seed  program, 

2.  Some  mention  should  be   made   of  the   recent   division  of 
Saylor   Creek   into  East    (1056)    and  West    (1137)    and    the   plan 
to  ddvide   both  units    into   privite   allotments.      No  AMP'S   are 
mentioned  for  Saylor  Creek  East,     AMP's   should  be   available 
for   those   permitees    that  desire    them. 

The   division  of   Saylor  Creek    into  East   and   West   appears 
to  have    been  premature.      We   were    informed  at   the   meetings 
that    the    forage    levels   would  be   approximatly  the    same    after 
the   division-about    2  for  1   of   present   Dreference-but    on  paje 
P10  and  Fll    under  alternative    C,   Allotment   1056    shows    113^ 
and  1037   at   297#l      It   appears    this    division  was    premature, 
unfair,    and  mis    represented. 

Some   parts   of  East   and  West   Saylor  Creek   have    few   oonflicts 
for  other  purposes    and   should  be   managed   for   intensive    livestock 
grazing.      This   would  be   a  very  good  experiment   to  verify  how 
intensive  gracing  will  work  on  crested  wheat  seedlngs.      We   have 
been  selected   to  participate   in  the  University  of   Idaho  Beef 
Improvement  project  for  orested  wheat  seedlngs   for  comparison 
with   other  types   of  feed.     This   program  is  monitored   by  Dr. 
Le.  Sharp  and  Ken  Sanders   and   coordinate   by  Qene   and  Chad 
Gibson  and  other  professional  people.      Chuck   Jones   has   a   copy 
of   the   project.     We  need   to  start  with  spring   turnout. 

3.  Range   improvement*   should  not  be   limited   Just  to  those 
In  the  plan.     Other  Improvements  should   be  don.   aa  needed 
and   should  b.  appraiaed  on  individual  baa  la   and  merits.     This 
would  apply  to  walla,   fence,   burna,   rehab  of   old   seedlngs, 

pipelines,   ponds,    reservoirs,    and   ect.. 

It.     Riparian  areaa   should  not  be  fenced  until  water  for  oattle 
and  wildlife   la   developed  away  from  these   critical  use   areaa. 
The  need  for  fencing  may  be  eliminated  or  reduoed. 
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Economic   analyses    should   be   done   on  present   prices    and    not 
some   unrealistic   projection. 

Cattle    for  beef   production  on  the    other  hand   uses    a 
renewable    resorce,    turns    grass    into  protien,   does    not   add 
much   to  oil    Imports    or   trade    deficits,    uses   very  little   water, 
and  produces    a  needed  product.      Erosion   losses    are    minimal   on 
well  managed   ranges    as    opposed   to    the   denuded   farm  land   where 
water  run  off   and  wind  erosion   is   a  major  problem. 

11,      Fire    control   should   be    used  as    a   management   tool   on  brush 
infested    seedlngs.      Sagebrush   burns    in   Saylor   Creek  Units  should 
be    seeded   where    poss  ible .      The    prime    renewable   res  ours  e    is 
livestock   grazing,    therefore   management   for"  grazing   should  be 
the   priority. 

1?.      Wildlife    conflicts    In   the    Saylor   Creek  Units    are   minimal. 
Much   of    the   area    does    not    have   any  wildlife   conflicts.      The 
area  west   of  Salmon  Falls    creek  and   from   its   mouth  down  river 
to  the   upper  Salmon  Power   plant,   Fossil   area,    and  down   stream 
to  Glens   Ferry  and   most   of   the   farm  development    in  East   Saylor 
Creek   should  be    closed   to  deer   hunting    or   by  permits    only. 
These   areas    could   support   more    deer.      The    only  way  to   rebuild 
the   herd    is    to   close    the   season. 

13.      This    plan  should  not   be    set    in   cement   but    should   be   able 
to  make   minor  changes   as    the    need      arises    and   fellow  a 
common  senfle   approabh.    What    is    the    best   balance    for   the    needed 
demands?     Appropriate   management   guidelines    should   be    followed 
as    related   to   the   resources    available, 

li|.      Alternative    C    is   probably  the   balanced  alternative   provided 
some    of   the   above   mentioned   comments    are    incorporated    into   the 
final   draft  along  with  other  changes   mentioned   by  the    71    Live- 
stock Association,    the    general  public,   and    other  ranching 
interests* 

15.  This    letter   is    Intended   to  represent   myself,    Stanley 
Lehmarm,   and   the   Hagerman  Unit    Cattle    Association. 

16.  The  DLE's    if   developed,  would  greatly   impact   the   present 
areas    of  use    by  some  members    of  the   Hagerman  Unit    Cattle 
Association.      Another  area  of   use    should  be   established   if 
the   lands    are   developed    . 
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AGRI-LANDS  WEST 

FARM  AND  RANCH  REAL  ESTATE 

LAND  AND  LIVESTOCK  CONSULTANTS 

8925  Slate  Street 

Boise.  Idaho   83703 

January  4,  1985 
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Bureau  or  Lend  «  na  „  .  , 
Boise  Disinci 


Mr .  Joe  Zimmer,  District  Manager 
Boise  District  BLM 
3948  Development  Ave . 
Boise,  Idaho   83705 

Dear  Joe: 

Enclosed  is  a  critique  offered  by  the  "71"  Association  in  regards 
to  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Management  Plan  arid  Environmental  Impact 
Statement . 

We  feel  that  the  document  contains  many  errors  and  many  decisions 
will  be  made  concerning  ranchers  (permittees)  livelihoods  based  on 
erroneous  base  line  data. 

The  points  that  we  feel  are  in  error  and  need  changed  are  m  the 
enclosed  context .   Points  that  should  be  addressed  are: 

1.  The  main  concern  that  the  chart  regarding  the  inventory 
(F-9  through  F-llJ  is  totally  erroneous  and  the  entire  chart  should 
be  abandoned. 

2 .  The  area  will  be  monitored,  therefore  this  will  depict 
the  total  number  of  acres  of  brush  control,  number  of  miles  of 
fences,  reservoirs,  pipelines,  wells  and  other  range  improvements. 

\ 

3.  We  must  point  out  that  there  is  one  allotment  that  has 
had  Soil  Conservation  Service  personnel  do  a  weight  estimate  clip- 
ping on  it.   It  showed  that  there  was  excess  AUMs.   The  BLM  should 
have  taken  the  more  exact  data  into  consideration  than  the  general 

I  ocular  reconnaissance  method  in  determining  the  carrying  capacity. 

4.  The  "burns"  stated  in  the  EIS  were  designated  as  burns 
instead  of  given  a  rating  as  other  seedings  or  areas  were  rated . 
The  age  or  condition  of  the  burn  (seeding)  was  not  taken  into 
consideration. 

5.  Another  important  item  that  was  inadvertently  left  out 
was  the  amount  of  private  land  involved  and  the  amount  of  AUMs  for 
wildlife  that  is  harvested  annually.   An  inventory  of  the  AUMs 
consumed  by  wildlife  is  necessary. 

6.  The  so-called  band  or  critical  winter  range  for  deer 
changes  as  the  severity  of  the  winter  develops.   The  deer  move  up 
or  down  as  the  snow  deepens  or  melts. 


AGRI  LANDS  WEST 

FARM  AND  RANCH  REAL  ESTATE 

LAND  AND  LIVESTOCK  CONSULTANTS 

8925  State  Street 

Boise    Idaho    83703 
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OFFICIAL  COMMENTS 

SUBMITTED  BY 

"71"  ASSOCIATION 

REGARDING 

JARBIDGE  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


Prepared  by: 
TOM  BLESSINGER 
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7 .  In  some  areas  the  dense  canopy  of  sagebrush  eliminates 
any  new  establishment  of  forage  or  grass  species  even  though  rested 
from  livestock  use .   These  areas  should  be  reseeded,  sprayed  or 
have  some  range  treatment  of  some  kind . 

8 .  The  EIS  states  that  800, 000  acres  are  in  poor  grazing 
condition.   The  critique  teams  know  that  this  is  an  erroneous 
statement  and  should  be  changed . 

9.  The  EIS  states  that  certain  areas  should  not  be  used  wher 
the  antelope  are  fawning .   This  should  not  apply  to  grazing  as  the 
permittees  need  to  be  in  the  area  at  this  time  to  supervise  the 
management  of  their  livestock. 


10. 


The  livestock  permittees  are  against  any  more  wilderness 


11.   The  "71"  Association  is  against  the  establishment  of  an 
elk  herd  in  the  Jarbidge  Mountains. 

We  hope  that  you  take  these  points  into  consideration  when  you 
rewrite  the  final  draft  of  EIS. 


rely,      -j     i 


Sincerely, 

TOM  BLESSINGER 
Land  Consultant  for 
"71"  Association 
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COVENANTS  REGARDING  THE  DRAFT  KNVI UONMKNTAI  ■  STATI'MI  NT 
RELATIVE  TO  PROPOSED  LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  PROGRAM 

JARBIDGE  PLANNTNG  UNIT 

The  time  allowed  for  the  Jarbidge  EIS  and  the  specific 
permittees  involved  in  the  Jarbidge  EIS  ureas  to  submit  (.heir 
comments  concerning  the  EIS  has  been  so  brief  as  to  constitute, 
in  fact,  an  exercise  in  futility.   It  would  appear  that  rancher 
input  was  seriously  desired.   The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  had 
18  months  to  develop  the  EIS. 

It  readily  appears  that  the  public  input  schedule  created 
a  time  segment  in  which  it  was  impossible  for  members  of  the 
public  and  those  ranchers  particularly  affected  to  review  the 
529  pages  of  material  in  any  meaningful  and  productive  manner. 
The  RMP  and  EIS  is  a  highly  technical  document  and  not  one  which 
the  average  rancher,  as  a  layman,  could  be  expected  to  review 
with  a  complete  and  thorough  understanding.   Thus,  the  rancher 
should  have  been  permitted  time  within  which  to  seek  expert  help 
and  guidance  in  order  to  create  helpful  input.   It  is  submitted 
that  the  time  schedule  utilized  is  extremely  unfair  and  certainly 
not  calculated  to  produce  helpful,  constructive  public  comment  in 
the  depth  that  the  problem  dtservi  l,.   Despite  the  fad  Lluit  the 
purpose  of  the  IES  is  to  present  a  "domestic  livestock  grazing 
program",  the  portion  of  the  industry  most  affected  has  been 
factually  foreclosed  from  the  opportunity  to  objectively  comment. 
INTRODUCTION  AND  GENERAL  COMMENTS 

The  EIS  is  entitled  "Proposed  Livestock  Grazing  Program". 
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The  interested  reader  must  come  to  the  view  that  resources, 
other  than  domestic  grazing,  are  more  expertly  planned  and  that 
their  use  is  more  -nthusiastically  supported  than  is  true  of  the 
domestic  livestock  program.   Grazing  by  game  animals  appears  to 
be  more  acceptable  than  grazing  by  livestock  in  Liu-  eyes  oi  I  ho 
authors  of  the  ETS. 

It  is  recognized  that  BLM  has  been  handicapped  in  the  past 
in  that  range  personnel  have  been  too  few  to  gather  detailed  in- 
formation needed  to  substantiate  proposed  future  actions.   They 
have  been  forced  to  utilize  subjective  observations  in  the  cast- 
ing of  decisions.   It  is  submitted  that  this  kind  of  information 
is  not  sufficient  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  NFPA  Act.   The 
DES,  when  finally  accepted,  must  meet  the  requirements  of  the 
NEPA  Act,  which,  among  other  things,  requires  a  detailed  state- 
ment of  the  resonsible  official  on'  -- 

(i)     The  environmental  impact  of  the  proposed  action, 

( 11 )    Any  adverse  environmental  efforts  whi  rh  cannot  in 
avoided  should  the  proposal  be  implemented, 

(lii)   Alternatives  to  the  proposed  act  ion , 

dv)    The  relationship  between  local  short-term  uses 
of  man ' s  environment  and  the  maintenance  and 
enhancement  of  long-term  productivity,  and 

(v)     Any  irreversible  and  irretrievable  commitments 
of  resources  which  would  be  involved  in  the 
proposed  action  should  it  be  implemented. 

To  meet  the  foregoing  requirements ,  it  is  obvious  that 

accurate  range  trend  estimates  are  without  question  the  most 

critically  needed  information .   Without  trend  data,  it  is  not 

possible  to  devise  a  "proposed  action  program"   If  a  proposed 

action  program  cannot  be  devised,  then  there  is  no  basis  for 


and  Technology  in  its  Report  No.  58,  dated  July  31,  1976,  con- 
stituting a  review  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement  for  the 
Challis  Planning  Unit  i.n  Idaho,  wherein  the  followinq  language 
was  utilized: 

"It  is  fruitless  to  try  to  improve  a  poor  grazing 
situation  without  good  data  on  the  trend  in  the 
range  condition  and  without  a  fairly  full  knowledge 
of  the  grazing  pressure  being  applied  on  a  given 
unit.   Estimates  of  grazing  capacity  are  approxi- 
mate at  best  and  must  be  checked  in  the  field  by 
following  the  trend  in  condition  resulting  from 
actual  use.   However,  if  permitted,  livestock 
grazing  is  only  a  part  of  an  unknown  total  amount 
of  actual  use,  as  in  this  case,  nothing  but  frustra- 
tion can  result  from  trying  to  work  out  proper 
stocking  rates.   Significant  numbers  of  wildlife  and 
trespass  AUMs  must  be  considered.   Permitted  AUMs 
must  be  adjusted  to  allow  for  other  uses.   The  draft 
EIS  does  not  seem  to  contain  evidence  that  the  data 
on  the  trend  in  range  conditions  are  satisfactory; 
that  use  of  the  range  by  wildlife  is  known,  allot- 
ment by  allotment ;  or  that  use  by  trespass  stock  is 
taken  into  consideration.   The  title  of  the  draft 
document  implies  that  a  proposed  grazaing  plan  is 
the  principal  substance  of  the  EIS.   Accordingly 
the  EIS  is  weak  without  a  solid  grazing  plan  proposal." 

A  review  of  the  members  of  the  CAST  Ta.sk  Force  wturh  r<  virwod 

the  Challis  DES  will  remove  any  doubt  as  to  the  professional 

quality  of  theixfcnowledge  - 

Grant  A.  Harris  (chairman  of  the  Task  Force),  Department 
of  Forestry  and  Range  Management,  Washington  State 
University 

David  L.  Adams,  Department  of  Forest  Resources ,  University 
of  Idaho 

Stanley  Albrecht ,  Department  of  Sociology,  Brigham  Younq 
University 

Elwood  G.  Bizeau,  Idaho  Cooperative  Wildlife  Research  Unit, 
University  of  Idaho 

Peter  E.  Black,  Watershed  Management ,  Department  of  Silvi- 
culture and  Forest  Influences,  State  University  of  New  York 
College  of  Environmental  Science  and  Forestry 
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considering  "environmental  impact  of  the  proposed  action"  as  no 
one  can  forecast  what  the  impact  will  be.   Likewise,  "mitigation 
measures",  "adverse  impact  which  cannot  be  avoided"  or  alternatives 
to  the  proposed  action"  cannot  be  accurately  and  logically  de- 
tained without  having  first  determined  that  the  proposed  action 
is  appropriate  as  being  based  upon  information  indicating  trends 
in  range  conditions. 

Trend  has  been  defined  quite  properly  as  "the  change  in  range 
conditions  between  two  or  more  points  in  time."   This  is  not  the 
I  definition  utilized  by  the  DES.   There  is  no  possibility  of  noting 
changes  in  range  conditions  between  two  or  more  points  in  time  by 
simply  observing  the  range  in  1976  or  1977.   As  will  be  hereinafter 
noted  under  Specific  Comments,  the  authors  of  the  DES  and  the  BLM. 
in  the  absence  of  trend  studies,  have  been  forced  into  simple 
"guess-work".   The  proposals  of  the  DES  are  only  statements  of 
value  judgment  since  they  are  not  based  upon  trend  criteria  pro- 
perly documented.   One  will  note  that  there  are  no  objective 
measures  or  data  available  to  show  that  grazing  has  been  or  is 
the  primary  contributing  factor  to  current  range  conditions.   The 
paucity  of  documentation,  either  general  or  si te-specif ic.  is 
•unfortunate.   Until  provisions  are  made  for  the  collection  of 
data  needed  to  support  range  management  conditions  on  a  scientific 
basis,  encompassing  the  input  of  those  with  local  knowledge  and 
practical  experience  in  range  management,  a  sound  and  defensible 
range  management  program  cannot  be  developed.   This  same  reason- 
ing was  clearly  expressed  by  the  Council  for  Agricultural  Science 
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William  G.  Brown.  Department  of  Agricultural  and  Resource 
Economics,  Oregon  State  University  Resource 

University0""'  Rhn*el™d  Sources  Program,  Oregon  State 
Universi?yY'  *partment  of  fan°e  Science,  Utah  State 
University"0*'  Department  °f  »"<Je  Science,  Colorado  State 

M.  A.  Fosberg,  Department  of  Plant  and  Soil  Sciences 
University  of  Idaho  sciences, 

J.    Howard  Kent,  Kent  Ranch  Company 

Jerry  Miller,  Idaho  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation 

Floyd  L.  Newby,  Department  of  Forestry  and  lanae  Manaoe 
■rent.  Washington  State  University  °   Manage" 

and^n  P1?ttS'  U"  S-  F°rCSt  Se"^e.  Int  ermounta ,  n  Forest 
and  Range  Experiment  Station 

Robert  J.  Raleigh,  Squaw  Butte  Experiment  Station 
Oregon  State  University  lon' 

wlshino;™0!^'  °epartment  °f  Agricultural  Economics. 
Washington  State  University 

Kenneth  E.  Thompson,  Oregon  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Albert  E.  weissenborn.  U.  s.  Geological  Survey 
Charles  Wellner,  U.  S.  Forest  Service  Research  Laboratory 
The  DES  prescribes  a  rest-rotation  grazing  system  for  most 
..of  the  allotments.   Rest-rotation  is  relied  upon  to  solve  pro- 
blems of  believed  over-use  and  resultant  downward  trends  in  range 
quality.   Reference  is  not  made  to  permanent  study  plots  which 
are  required  to  document  changes  which  occur  in  the  future  and 
to  determine  the  actual  impacts  of  proposed  actions  on  the 
ecosystems.   Such  studies  which  comprise  the  evaluation  phase 
of  and  are  an  essential  part  of  any  management  plan  are  entirely 
lacking.   The  proposed  action  contemplates  .v.  -ritual  allowance 
Final  -5- 
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of  additional  AUMs  (presumably  mostly  cows  al t  houqh  t  hey  ^rc 
not  defined) .   It  is  well  known  in  livestock  management  that 
added  stress  resulting  from  moving  from  one  pasture  to  another 
(particularly  detrimental  for  cows  with  young  calves)  will  un- 
fortunately result  in  a  decrease  in  livestock  production .   Thi s 
means  poor  calf  crops  and  low  weaning  weights.   Additionally, 
it  is  known  that  concentrating  annua  I  s  on  a  rutiqo  usual  ly  does 
cause  them  to  eat  plants  that  are  less  desirable,  but  first  they 
eat  the  desirable  plants.   As  animals  direct  their  attention 
to  undesirable  species,  their  intake  goes  down,  their  production 
drops  off,  and  other  secondary  effects  develop .   These  impacts 
on  livestock  production  are  not  given  sufficient  attention  in 
the  DES. 

It  is  agreed  that  the  lack  of  stronq  base-line  da  I  a  creates 
a  situation  pursuant  to  which  reasonable  osl  imal  en    e.mnofr  be 
generated  as  to  length  of  time  the  impacts  on  vegetation  may 
continue  and  the  severity  that  can  be  anticipated. 

We  are  told  that  the  purpose  of  the  EIS  in  this  instance 
is  to  inform  the  public  of  what  will  be  the  result  of  the  BLM '  s 
proposed  action.  Within  the  NEPA  Act,  there  is  not  to  be  found 
a  requirement  that  the  BLM  must  develop  the  most  ecolcjica  1  ly 
sound  program  regardless  of  whether  such  program  would  create 
negative  economi c  or  social  impacts  j  udqed  to  be  greater  than 
the  ecological  benefit. 

It  is  recognized  that  underlying  the  entire  approach  of 
the  DES  there  is  the  concept  that  removal  of  livestock  from 
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SPECIFIC  COMMENTS 
(By  Chapter  of  DEIS) 


PART  I  --  DRAFT  PLAN  (Preferred  Alternative! 
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Page    Para. 


Goal  -  Present  industries  would  be  managed  to 
coincide  with  present  environment  conditions. 

Plan  Summary  -  Percentage  figures  (96%)  should 
not  be  stated  as  such  as  this  country's  needs 
requires  more  farm  ground. 

This  paragraph  should  not  have  definite  figure 
or  amount  of  improvements  but  statement  stating 
that  improvements  will  be  al lowed  on  individual 
basis  as  need  arises  and  addressed  through  the 
EAR  and  consistent  with  multiple  use. 


99. '3 


3 


Should  be  statement  stating  that  many  of  wild- 
life AUMs  (winter)  are  derived  from  private  lands. 

Through  monitoring  no  conf 1 ict  exists  for  space 
or  feed  consideration  should  be  qiven  bark  to 
al lotment  monitoring,  of  wildlife  shou  Ld  be  done 
also. 

Change  words  "would"  to  "could"  and  leave  out 
exact  miles. 

Prescribed  burning  would  be  addressed  by  an  EAR 
applicable  to  the  individual  allotment  with  con- 
cerns of  wildlife  and  livestock  being  met . 

Mineral  leasing  would  be  restricted  to  areas 
that  do  not  fall  under  WSA,  AEC  classification. 

Motorized  vehicle  recreation  would  be  unrestrict- 
ive  in  areas  that  do  not  conflict  with  livestock 
or  wildlife  use. 

Any  expansion  of  boundaries  would  require  an  EAR 
and  public  involvement,  (cooperation ,  cordination, 
communication) . 

Leave  out  "and  other  principles" . 

5%    increase  does  not  match  wi th  6% .      As  manage- 
ment plans  are  developed  through  the  coo per at l ve 
coordinated  process,  these  management  plans  will 
be  monitored  -  increases  or  decreases  will  occur. 


final 
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the  public  domain  may  well  represent  the  desirud  mission.   A 
program  which  would  materially  reduce  or  completely  eliminate 
grazing  from  national  resource  lands  will  create  major  economic 
consequences.   It  is  believed  that  a  proper  socio-economic 
analysis  will  convincingly  reveal  that  reduction  or  elimination 
will  have  severe  effects  not  only  with  respect  to  the  individual 
permittees  involved,  but  with  respect  to  the  economics  of  Twin 
Falls  and  Owyhee  Counties,  Idaho,  and  the  meat  consuming  public 
of  this  country. 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  personnel  have  verbally  stated 
that  all  allotments  will  be  monitored.   The  finances  and  man- 
power involved  is  not  clearly  understood.   Monitoring  will  take 
place  over  the  next  five  years.   This  supposedly  will  determine 
the  carrying  capacity  of  each  allotment.   However,  a  change  in 
administration  could  change  the  policies  and  the  draft  EIS  as 
proposed  now  could  become  the  "Bible"  to  administer  public 
lands  within  the  Jarbidge  Planning  Unit. 


Page        Para. 
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Comment 
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Document  does  not  have  exact  AUM  figures  for  in- 
creases -  let  management  and  needs  dictate.  The 
statement  "These  increases  would  occur  primarily 
on  ungrazed  seeded  areas  in  the  Saylor  Creek  West 
and  Saylor  Creek  East  multiple  use  areas  (MUAs  6 
and  7| .   Over  a  twenty  year  period,  stocking  levels 


would  be  increased  about  55% 


over  current  stocking 


levels.   These  increases  would  occur  predominantly 
as  a  result  of  reseeding  areas  currently  in  poor 
range  condition  with  high  production  potential  and 
by  providing  livestock  water  on  existing  seedings, 
that  are  not  being  used  because  of  lack  of  water. 
About  40,000  acres  ..f  fair  condition  native  range 
and  63,000  acres  of  poor  condition  native  range 

would  be  improved  under  this  alternative"  

should  be  eliminated  as  it  shows  def  cient  informa- 
tion.  Where  excess  forage  currently  exists  or  is 
shown  to  exist  through  the  monitoring  process,  live- 
stock increases  will  be  given  according  to  BLM 
Manual . 

The  statement  -  "These  increases  would  occur  on 
less  than  5*  of  native  range  acres"  --  should  be 
left  out. 

The  proposed  increases  in  livestock  grazing  will 
be  phased  in  over  a  5  year  period  of  time. 

Should  not  have  set  number  of  acres  for  wild 

horses.   It  should  read The  Saylor  Creek  herd 

area  would  be  managed  to  support  50  head  of  wild 
horses  or  other  permitted  livestock. 

Wildlife  Management  -  The  impact  assessment  of  the 
preferred  alternative  concludes  that  wildlife 
numbers  will  be  maintained  or  increased  over  the 
long  term,  through  habitat  improvement.   Localized 
adverse  impacts  will  be  avoided  or  reduced  through 
interdisciplinary  project  planning  into  the  develop- 
ment of  allotment  management  plans  and  other 
specific  resource  activity  plans. 

The  statement  concerning  elk  being  reintroduced  is 
erroneous  as  no  elk  ever  existed  in  the  Jarbidge 
hills.   Should  elk  be  introduced  into  the  Jarbidge 
area,  forage  will  be  provided  for  without  live- 
stock reductions.   This  elk  forage 'will  be  provided 
first.   Wildlife  proposed  vegetative  treatments 
(reseeding  native  range,  interseeding  crested  wheat- 
grass  seedings,  rehab  of  existing  burns)  would  occur. 


5-92 


10 
12 


Para. 
2 
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20 

4 

21 

6 

23 

12 

24 

6 

27 

611 

29 

7A 

31 

4 

32 

7H 

34 

1 

8A 

35 

3H 

36 

3 

37 

2 

40 
42 
44 

Final 


4H 
3 
5 
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Comment 

Leave  out  70  miles. 
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Amount  of  acres  should  be  reduced  as  closer  scrut  ino 
of  actual  wilderness  occurs.   The  need:,  ol  the 
other  uses  must  bo  considered. 

Cultural  sites  should  be-  ruled  wilh  prim  l  Ly    i  I 
low  -  maybe  other  use  could  override  this  site. 

Multiple  use  areas  should  coincide  with  present 
planning  areas.   (Map  1-2)  because  everyone  is 
familiar  with  it.   New  map  should  be  made  with 
over  lay  of  new  units. 

Monitoring  will  determine  increase  or  decrease. 

Remove  table  A. 

AUMs  should  not  be  specific  for  20  years. 

Eliminate  table  H 

Don't  have  specific  number  for  1 mprovemont  s . 

No  increase  in  AUMs.  ] 

No  AUMs  figure  for  5  year  increments  through  moni- 
toring. 

Eliminate  this  paragraph. 

Eliminate  this  paragraph.   Renegotiate  with  Gunning 
range  for  60  days  and  make  new  agreement  allowing 
grazing  on  year  around  basis. 

Eliminate 

Eliminate  table  H. 

Eliminate  AUM  figure. 

Managed  or  grazed  crested  wheatgrass  will  support 
curlews . 

Eliminate  table  A 

Eliminate  H 

Eliminate  A 

Eliminate  A 

Eliminate  miles  of  riparian  habitat  and  miles 
of  fisheries  habitat.  . 
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Page 
63 


Para.        iComment 
9  Eliminate 

2  Eliminate 
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qiy    Eliminate  because  of  discrepency  in  paragraph  6 
(80,994  acres!  and  paragraph  9  (84,111  acres) 

6      The  statement  -  "Protection  of  Bighorn  Habitat  is 
dependent  upon  maint  ainincj  a  separation  of  use  be- 
tween domestic  livestock  and  the  bighorn  sheep", 
should  be  eliminated  because  this  is  not  a  proven 
fact  --  it  should  be  monitored  to  see  the  contrast 
between  domestic  livestock  and  bighorn  sheep. 

4      The  statement  --  "They  are  species  for  which  special 
management  considerations  are  necessary  to  ensure 
their  continued  existence"  --  should  be  eliminated. 


70 

7 

Eliminate 

71 

1 

Eliminate 

6 

Eliminate 

7 

Eliminate 

11      Eliminate  all  of  paragraph  except  --  The  public 
lands  will  be  managed  under  the  principles  of 
multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  as  required  by 
FLPMA. 

1      Eliminate  vegetation  cover  charge. 

1  Implement  decision  of  AUMs  or  plan^>  after  having 
been  monitored  for  5  years. 

7  Forb  and  shrub  seed  is  too  costly. 

8  Water  will  be  provided  in  allotments  (including 
rested  pastures )  during  seasonal  per • ods  of  need 
for  wildlife  by  Wildlife  personnel  and/or  Idaho 
Fish  and  Game  personnel. 

All  livestock  permittees  will  be  consulted  on 
wildlife  projects. 

2  Maintenance  and  construction  should  apply  to  gas 
and  oil  activities  only. 

3  "    Wildlife  habitat  to  be  developed  with  Wildlife  funds. 

4  Grazing  systems  have  built  in  requirements  for  forbs 
and  shrubs  and  these  are  achieved  through  livestock 
use  and  manipulation. 
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50 

5A 

51 

3H 

31 

52 

3 

53 

3A 

54 

1H 

55 

7A 

57 

3 
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Page 

Para. 

Comment 

44 

12 

Eliminate  A 

45 

6 

Eliminate  H 

47 

■' 

Eliminate 

10 

Eliminate  table  A 

48 

4 

Eliminate  table  H 

49 

1 

The  statement  -  " 

5 

11A 

58 

5H 

59 

1J 

60 

6A 

61 

3 

Vegetation  is  Wyoming  big  sage 
with  burned  areas  reseeded  to  created  wheatgrass" 
should  be  replaced  by  the  statement  —  "the  vege- 
tation consists  of  western  blue  bunch  wheatgrass, 
Idaho  fescue,  squirrel  tail,  crested  wheatgrass 
intermingled  with  Wyoming  big  sagebrush.   Very 
little  crested  wheatgrass  has  been  reseeded. 

Eliminate 

Elimi  -<ate 

Question  -  3000  acres  -  Same?   Fast-West  foothill; 

El iminate 

Eliminate  table  A 

Eliminate  table  H 

Eliminate  table  A 

Eliminate 

Eliminate 

Eliminate  -  based  on  5  year  lease  on  monitoring 

Eliminate  table  A 

Eliminate  table  H 

Livestock  will  have  priority  over  elk  herd. 

Eliminate 

Eliminate  table  H 


9^.  n 
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81  Fences  that  may  restrict  wildlife  movement  will 
be  studied  then  if  need  arises  they  shal 1  be 
moved  at  the  expense  of  Wildlife  funds . 

82  1      No  control  work  would  be  allowed  where  live  sage- 

brush cover  is  less  than  20%  was  written  by  the 
Western  States  Sage  Grouse  Committee,  June  1974, 
who  wrote  their  own  quidelines  which  consisted  of 
Fish  and  Came  personnel  on ly . 

Table  2  -  Wildlife  Habitat  Occupancy  Restrictions 
Chart  -  "No  Occupaicy  Time  Periods"  --  Livestock 
users  must  have  use  of  this  area  at  these  times. 
The  Bureau  has  created  conflict  where  there  has 
been  none. 

Use  the  term  Antelope  instead  of  pronghorn . 

82        9      Seedings  and  planting  of  bitterbrush  will  be  im- 
plemented when  establishing  range  improvements. 

10      Contradictory  statement  on  grasses  for  deer. 

84  10      Eliminate  the  statement  where  OVERUSE  is  identified. 

85  2      No  coordination  of  uses  in  regards  to  elk  management. 

10  Instream  water  flows  are  governed  by  Idaho  State 
Water  Laws . 

11  Livestock  use  must  be  made  in  conjunction  with  reparian 
habitat . 

86  1      In  many  instances  livestock  must  use  and  cross  streams; 

therefore,  eliminate  --  "stock  driveways  to  occur 
within  the  reparian  zone  of  a  stream  drainage 
system" . 

6      Existing  forage,  when  in  danger,  should  have  high 
priority  for  fire  control. 

89 _       6      BLM  should  re-evaluate  criteria  for  wilderness 
areas . 

92        5      Maintenance  will  be  done  as  needed  as  land  develops 
or  treatments  dictate. 

95        6      Agricultural  uses  made  in  the  state  are  all  inter- 
related and  depend  on  one  another .   When  one  seg- 
ment is  reduced  or  eliminated,  the  entire  state  suffers. 

17      Does  consistent  mean  that  if  Fish  and  Game  wanted  it, 
they  would  receive  it? 
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Page   Para.    Comment 

97        1      Management  plans  would  be  developed  on  all  allot- 
ments and  would  include  benefit/cost  analysis 
and  environmental  assessments  of  specific  facili- 
ties and  management  actions . 

3      Additional  fire  fighters  and  support  services  of 
BIFC  would  be  called  in  to  help  suppress  large 
uncontrolled  fires  along  with  the  help  of  ranchers 
and  local  people  to  assist. 

v        5      Increased  grazing  does  not  necessarily  increase 
erosion.   (Remove  acreage  figure)  —  Erosion 
could  be  reduced  along  streams. 

6      Restate  this  paragraph  —  Percentages  and  AUM 

figures,  specific  acre  and  number  of  improvements 
should  be  as  on  site  basis  or  as  management  plan 
dictates. 

17     Forage  is  being  taken  away  from  livestock  -  what 
percentage  has  been  taken  away  from  Jarbidge  foot- 
hills? 

BLM  cannot  Justify  bighorn  numbers. 

vi        2      Riparian  habitat  will  be  studied  as  management 
plans  dictate. 

3      Eliminate  acreage  on  prescribed  burns. 

6     Percentages  should  be  eliminated  as  no  one  could 
control . 

vii       3      No  validity  to  this  statement. 

viii      8      No  grazing  alternative  -  Multiple  use  concept 

should  be  incorporated  with  priorities  enumerated. 

ix       2     Studies  show  (thru  exclosures)  that  nonuse  does 
not  improve  range  or  watershed . 

2-4      3     Eliminate  this  paragraph. 

2-8       9      Range  resources  -  eliminate  entire  paragraph  as 
this  sets  up  conflicts. 

2-9       6      Eliminate  AUM  figures. 

2-10      2      Remove  acreage  figures  -  management  plans  will  be 
developed  on  allotment. 

Remove  livestock  chart. 
Final  -14- 


Comment 


99 


n« 


nv 


mb 


n-n 


m* 


4-44 
4-45 


Statement  should  be  made  that  livestock  use  in- 
creases seedling  establishment  and  reduces  loss 
of  soil  thru  wind  and  water.   Birds  of  prey  studies 
show  that  livestock  use  would  increase  cover  and 
eliminate  ground  cover  for  birds  of  prey  to  remove 
rodents  and  other  creatures  causing  burrowing  and 
grass  root  removal. 

Statement  enould  be  made  concerning  amount  of 
wildlife  AUMs  consumed  on  private  lands.   Also, 
increased  pipelines  and  water  developments  and 
move  seedings  with  wildlife  requirements  would 
provide  move  forage  for  wildlife. 

Statement:   Sage  grouse  numbers  have  suffered  as 
a  result  of  man's  numbers  increasing  and  the 
killing  off  by  man  and  increases  predator  numbers 
that  reduce  number  of  chicks  reaching  maturity.. 


Long  term  grazing  state-ment 
be  eliminated. 


increase  by  1001 


7      Monitoring  would  show  that  decrease  is  indicated  - 
so  stocking  levels  should  be  decreased  thus  stop- 
ping downward  trend.. 

4-30      1      As  additional  agriculture  land  is  needed  and  de- 
crease production  costs  (fuel,  interest,  electricity, 
etc)  make  it  profitable  allow  land  to  enter  agri- 
culture production.   Increase  AUMs  on  additional 
productive  lands  and  stave  off  decreases. 

4-34     5     Hunting  of  upland  birds  would  increase  on  agri- 
culture farms. 

4-35-    8     Livestock  grazing  would  not  increase  rate  of  deter- 
ioration. 

4_43      5      Livestock  use  would  or  would  not  increase  -- 

monitoring  would  determine  the  amount  of  increase 
or  decrease. 

4_43     11      Acres  and  specifics  should  not  be  stated  --  moni- 
toring of  each  AMP  will  depict  needs  and  amounts. 

3      Monitoring  will  depict  percentage. 

2      Grazing  manipulation  in  spring  would  keep  spring 
use  the  same  --  Livestock  must  leave  home  ranches 
in  spring  months  -  so  all  of  spring  use  cannot  be 
reduced  . 
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thru 
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3-14 
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Comment 

Eliminate  figures  on  AUMs  and  acreages  on  both 
livestock  and  wildlife. 

Remove  forb  and  shrubs  -  seed  is  too  costly  and 
majority  of  these  new  seedlings  die. 

Each  riparian  area  within  the  allotment  should 
be  studied  on  individual  basis  -  Grazing  schemes 
within  the  management  plans  will  improve  the 
habitat  and  stream  condition.   The  expense  and 
maintenance  of  fences  along  riparian  areas  would 
be  phenomenal. 

Differences  of  plan  should  be  corrected  to  remove 
discrepancies . 


Remove  paragraph  because  it  is  not  feasibly 
sound. 

Range  condition  acres  should  be  re-evaluated 
799,416  acres  is  too  high. 

Charts  must  have  more  specific  data. 


Statement  should  be  made  concerning  frozen  ground 
with  snow  cover  with  immediate  thaw  and  rain.   This 
rapid  movement  of  water  caused  much  eroding  and 
stream  bank  movement. 

Unnatural  phenomena  (flash  floods,  hail  storms, 
grasshoppers,  etc)  is  more  devastating  than  grazing. 

Cultural  sites  should  be  placed  on  priority  list. 
A  few  important  ones  could  be  fenced;  but  live- 
stock use  does  not  destroy  them.   Time  should  be 
considered  as  element  of  destruction.   This  state- 
ment should  be  incorporated  into  the  3  pages  of 
cultural  resources. 

The  BLM  lands  and  private  lands  value  go  hand  in 
hand. 

Add  statement  that  improvements  placed  on  public 
lands  should  be  considered  with  a  value. 

Land  transfers  would  decrease  the  rate  of  trespass,  etc. 
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Riparian  studies  will  show  how  much  fencing  should 
be  done  after  AMP  are  implemented  and  monitoring  has 
been  completed  -  Speci f ic  numbers  should  be  eliminated. 

Eliminate  Sub-alternative  D. 

Monitoring  efforts  should  focus  on  all  3  classes. 

Statement  :   Livestock  people  shou Id  be  present  and 
have  a  hand  in  the  monitoring  process  so  they  under- 
stand what  is  needed,  if  ground  requirements  are  being 
met  or  not,  etc . 

Very  little  clipping  was  done. 

Statement  regarding  Allotment  Management  Plans: 
Grazing  use  that  is  manipulated  has  a  higher  carrying 
capacity  than  that  which  is  used  at  the  same  time 
every  year.   Continual  spring  use  is  most  critical 
to  range  plants. 

This  chart  should  be  entirely  eliminated  due  to 
inaccuracies . 

When  a  permittee's  allotment  is  in  danger  of  fire, 
full  protection  should  be  taken.   This  is  as  im- 
portant to  him  as  a  haystack. 

Seed  mixtures  should  be  on  a  site  specific  basis 
depending  upon  survival  ability  of  the  seed  mixtures 
in  areas  being  considered . 
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SUMMARY 

1.  The  livestock  permittees  are  against  any  more 
wilderness.   Wilderness  areas  remove  land  from  production. 
The  three  users  (agriculture,  logging,  mining)  of  natural  re- 
sources will  suffer  if  more  land  area  is  removed  from  production. 

2.  The  Jarbidge  and  Bruneau  Rivers  are  presently  being 
considered  as  Wild  and  Scenic  -  the  livestock  permittees  would 
like  it  if  they  fell  under  the  scenic  category. 

3.  The  livestock  permittees  are  against  any  more 
blocking  of  state  lands.   The  scattering  of  the  school  sections 
enables  more  people  to  have  and  use  them.   If  the  lands  are 
blocked  up,  another  individual  other  than  the  regular  permittee 
could  outbid  the  livestock  user  causing  him  to  lose  his  grazing 
area. 

4.  The  name  Devils  Creek  should  be  changed  to  Devil 
Creek. 

5.  The  proposed  projects  should  not  be  spelled  out. 
As  the  allotments  are  monitored  this  will  show  where  and  when 
particular  improvements  are  to  be  planned  and  developed.   Then 
an  EAR  can  be  written  concerning  the  project. 

6.  A  large  number  of  Wildlife  winter  on  the  deeded 
lands.   A  wildlife  AUM  figure  should  be  given.   The  Jarbidge 
foothills  all  received  reductions  due  to  crucial  wildlife  area. 
Other  parts  of  the  DEIS  states  the  range  is  in  good  to  excellent 
condition. 


12.  We  must  point  out  that  there  is  one  allotment  that  has 
had  Soil  Conservation  Service  personnel  do  a  weight  estimate  clipping 
on  it.   It  showed  that  there  was  excess  AUMs.   The  BLM  should  have 
taken  the  more  exact  data  into  consideration  than  the  general  ocular 
rcconnu  Issanre  mothod  in  dptcrmi  ni  nq  the-  r-nrrying  rapacity. 

13.  The  "burns"  stated  in  the  EIS  were  designated  as  burns 
instead  of  given  a  rating  as  other  seedings  or  areas  were  rated. 
The  age  or  condition  of  the  burn  (seeding)  was  not  taken  into 
consideration. 

14.  The  so-called  band  or  critical  winter  range  for  deer 
changes  as  the  severity  of  the  winter  develops.   The  deer  move  up 
or  down  as  the  snow  deepens  or  melts. 

15.  In  some  areas  the  dense  canopy  of  sagebrush  eliminates 
any  new  establishment  of  forage  or  grass  species  even  though  rested 
from  livestock  use.   These  areas  should  be  reseeded,  sprayed  or 
have  some  range  treatment  of  some  kind. 

16.  The  EIS  states  that  800,000  acres  are  in  poor  grazing 
condition.   The  critique  teams  kl.ows  that  this  is  an  erroneous 
statement  and  should  be  changed. 

17.  The  EIG  states  that  certain  areas  should  not  be  used 

when  the  antelope  are  fawning.   This  should  not  apply  to  grazing  as  the 
permittees  need  to  be  in  the  area  at  this  time  to  supervise  the 
management  of  their  livestock. 
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7.  Allocating  forage  to  wildlife  should  not  be  done 
at  the  expense  of  the  livestock.   The  wildlife  numbers  are  pro- 
jected to  increase  in  the  next  several  years ;  however,  no  re- 
duction of  livestock  numbers  should  be  listed  for  the  future. 

8.  The  allotment  Summary  (AUMs)  table  beginning  on 
F-9  should  be  abandoned.   The  grazing  preference  column  has 
the  wrong  Class  I  AUM  privileges,  the  current  season  of  use  is 
incorrect  on  some  of  them,  and  the  5  year  average  has  differ- 
ences.  When  the  allotment  is  monitored,  this  will  indicate 
whether  there  should  be  a  decrease  or  increase. 

9.  Elk  herds  should  not  be  established  in  the  Jarbidge 
foothills  as  they  were  never  seen  there  by  the  oldtimers  (one 
fellow  said  that  he  had  seen  7  or  8  head  about  1925)  but  this 
was  not  documented.   The  elk  will  either  have  to  be  fed  hay  or 
they  will  be  in  the  ranchers  meadows  and  hay  stacks . 

10 .  Cheatgrass  is  an  important  forage  for  livestock. 
Even  though  it  is  an  annual,  many  permittees  depend  on  it  for 
survival.   When  the  plant  is  short,  it  has  more  strength.   A 
higher  carrying  capacity  should  be  accredited  or  allowed  to 
cheatgrass. 

11.  Fire  management  is  an  important  tool  in  range  re- 
habilitation.  It  burns  naturally  ridding  the  land  of  sagebrush 
in  irregular  patterns .   The  cost  to  remove  this  brush  in  this 
manner  compared  to  the  conventional  methods  (plow  and  seed)  is 
about  one-tenth  the  cost.   Also  important  is  that  the  permittee 
have  the  permission  of  the  Bureau  to  plow  fire  guards  around 
his  winter  feed,  thus  protesting  his  investment  from  wildfire. 
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18.   The  Draft  was  very  poorly  written,  had  incomplete 
acreages,  AUMs.  percentages,  discrepancies.   From  reading  of 
the  draft,  the  reader  would  allow  that  very  little  imput  was 
received  by  the  livestock  permittee.   The  r.,n,„-  information  was 
derived  from  a  quick  survey  using  the  ocular  reconnaisance 
method  and  a  helicopter.   Time  and  money  restraints  kept  the 
bureau  from  doing  a  better  job:  however,  they  expect  the  rancher 
to  live  and  do  his  business  under  the  auspices  of  a  "shoddy- 
plan. 

It  has  been  previously  stated  in  this  analysis  of  the  DES 
that  the  mission  of  the  BLM  and  others  is  obviously  directed 
toward  removal  of  livestock  from  the  public  domain.   The  media 
has  recognized  this  approach.   Be  this  the  case,  let  us  remember 
that  the  removal  of  food  production ''is  a  step  in  total  control. 
Control  the  food  of  the  country  and  you  control  the  people. 
Let  us  be  sensitive  to  the  Inherent  characteristics  of  range 
land  and  resolve  that  livestock  grazing  will  always  be  an  im- 
portant part  of  Its  use.   The  absence  of  livestock  does  not 
change  range  land  into  something  else.   Range  is  range,  and 
with  or  without  livestock,  it  produces  water,  wildlife,  recrea- 
tional opportunities,  open  space,  aesthetic  amenities,  scientific 
study  areas,  and  other  values. 

The  expertise  of  the  range  man,  acquired  by  experience  in 
the  EIS  area,  is  grounded  in  the  management  of  range  vegetation 
for  use  by  livestock,  wildlife  and  people.   He  is.  in  the 
simplest  terms,  an  implied  ecologist.   His  stewardship  of  the 
range  lands  must  not  be  ignored  in  the  future. 
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be  totally  eliminated   or   dramatically   expanded   so   that  those 
lands  suitable  for  improvement  could  be  improved  whenever  favorable 
climate  and  economic  conditions  exist. 

RIPARIAN  AREAS        ICA  is  strongly   opposed   to   the   fencing  or 
other  unnatural   protection  of   these  areas.    It  is  ICA  s  belief 
that  good  range  management  will  adequately  protect  these  slreambeds 
that   traditionally   run   water   only   six   -  eight  months  of  the 
year . 

INCONSISTANT  FORAGE  INVENTORIES  ICA  members  who  are  also 
permittees  in  the  Jarbidge  area,  feel  there  is  definite! v  some 
error  in  the  forage  inventories  as  stated  in  the  draft  proposal. 
ICA  recommends  re-eval uati  on  of  these  i nventor les  and  necessary 
adjustments  be  made  to  real i  st i cal 1 y  reflect  true  forage  invento- 
ries, and  that  forage  i  nventory  should  be  an  ongoing  pr  ocess 
aided  by  a  systematic  monitoring  process  to  chart  progress. 

DOMINENT  RANGE  USE  ICA  does  not  feel  that  any  special 
use  should  be  given  priority  over  all  others.  In  the  draft 
proposal  there  seems  to  be  a  tendancy  to  give  wildlife  urioiity 
for  use  and  expansion  over  domestic  animal  utilization  of  the 
forage.  It  is  our  belief  that  wildlife  utilization  should  be 
a  part  of  the  mul t l pi e  use  managment  program  and  that  no  special 
use  should  be  all  owed  to  have  dominent  use  of  the  ranges. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


Thanks  for  the  opportunity  to  expr 
Respectful  1 y  Submi tted , 


BOISE  DISTRICT  OFFICE 

BUREAU  Of  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

394  8  DEVELOPMENT  WAY 

BOISE,  IDAHO 


JANUARY  4,  1985 


Bivens, 
■ecut l ve    Vice    President 
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I  am  Dave  Bivens,  Executive  Vice-President  of  the  Idaho 
Cat  1 1 e  Assoc l at i  on ,  1  oca ted  at  2120  Airport  Way ,  Boise,  Idaho. 

On  behalf  of  the  Idaho  Cat tie  Assoc  l  at  l  on ,  I  woul  d  like 
to  submit  these  comments  regarding  the  Draft  Jarbidge  RMP  & 
EIS. 


WILDERNESS  DESIGNATION 
standing   policy   oppos 
Idcjho.   This  policy  was 


The  Idaho  Cattle  Assn.  has  a  long 
ing  additional  wilderness  designation  in 
reaffirmed  at  the  annual  business  meeting 
1984.  It  is  the  belief  of  the  ICA  that 
the  current  3.86  million  acres  of  wilderness  designation  is 
more  than  adequate  and  that  other  1 ands  which  are  t l ed  up  in 
wi 1 derness  study  shoul d  be  released  for  mul t i pi e  use  management 
under  which  all  interested  can  use  and  enjoy  these  lands  rather 
than  ha vi ng  more  1  *nds  set  aside  for  enjoyment  by  a  few. 


SPFC1AL  RECREATIONAL  USE  &   ACEC    The    Idaho    Cattle 
opposed   to   any   designation   such   as   Speci 
or  Areas   of   Critical   Envi ronmental   Concern   which 
to  create  a  dominant  use  fo'r  a  few  persons  rather  tha 
use  management  system. 

ICA  has  indicated   willingness   in   the   past   t 
on  a    Wild   and  Scenic   River  designation,  provided 
w-js  permissive  enough  to  allow   the   general   use   o 
We  feel  that  all  uses  should  be  shared  in  a  mutual  u 
arid  that  conflicts  should  be  handled  on  a  case  by 
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INTRODUCTION  OF  ELr   IN  JAR&1DGE  MOUNTAINS  »<  WILDERNESS  AREA 


The  ICA  adopted  strong  policy  at  the  annual  meeting  he 
19,  1984,  opposing  the  introduction  of  elk  herds  in  t 
Mountains  arid  Wilderness  area  of  Nevada  and  Idaho. 
belief  of  the  ICA  that  there  is  not  adequate  suita 
tu  support  elk  numbers  being  projected  by  the  Nev 
Wildlife  Dept.  on  the  mountain  areas.  This  shor 
create  critical  competition  with  domestic  livestoc 
and  winter  range  and  depradation  to  stacked  hay  b 
local  livestock  owners. 
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bfrUADEN  PROVISIONS  FOR  RANGE  IMPROVEMENTS 


ICA 


unrestricted  range  l mprovement  is  absolutely  es 
future  of  good  range  management  and  wildlife  h 
is  generally  adequate  climate  and  economic  barrier 
r&uqe  improvements  without  being  restricted  by  regu 
With  all  the  ex cell  en t  range  l mprovement  work  done 
Resource  area^  especi  ally  the  Three  Creek  area,  it 
to  accept  the  figure  of  800,000  acres  being  rated  i 
condition.  If  this  is  a  confirmed  figure  it  is  tot 
to  restrict  future  range  improvements  to  any  figure 
60,000  acre   range  improvement   restriction  over   2 
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Graduate  Center  Box  57 
Pullman,  WA  99163 
January  k,    1985 


Martin  J.  Zimmer 

District  Manager,  Boise  District 

3948  Development  Ave, 

Boise,  Idaho  83705 

Dear  Mr.  Zimmer: 

I   appriciate  the  opportunity   to   comment  upon   the   Draft 
Jarbridge  Resource  Management  Plan   and  Environmental   Impact 
Statement(Jarbridge   RMP/EIS).      My  interest   remains  keen   and 
abiding  in   the   state  of  the  public  lands  and  its  resources  en- 
compassed by   the  boundaries  of  the  Jarbridge  Resource  Area 
(Jarbridge  RA).      My  desire  is  that  any  present  and   future  manage- 
ment  proposal    applicable   to    these   lands   serve   the  public's  interest. 
In  my  opinion,    the   Draft  Jarbridge  RMP/XIS  does  sot  meet   that   pur- 
pose.     The  proposal   is  defficient  in  content,   preferred  manage- 
ment  alternative,    and  in  its  assessment  Of   the  impact(s)   in   achiev- 
ing  the  public's  interest   in    the   lands   embraced  ibjr   the  Jarbridge  RA. 

Some   satisfactory   recommendations,    such   as  "the   establishment 
of  Areas  of  Critical   Environmental   Concern (ACEC), 'natural   areas, 
and   special   recreation  management   are  included  in.;- the  proposal. 
Protection   for  paleontological    sites  ie  also   commendable,   but   they 
do   not  offset   the   problems  with   the  overall    plan. 

"One  of  the  most  obvious  shortcomings  is  the  imbalanced   em- 
phasis placed  on  livestock  grazing  while  only  giving  lipservice 
to   wildlife  needs.      Equally  disturbing  are   the  propsed  land  dis- 
posal  recommendations  contained  in   the. RMP/EIS.      With   the  exception 
of  Alternatives  D  and  Subalternative  D     ,    wildlife  dependent  on 
sagebrush   communities  will   be   sacrificed  in    favor  of  agricultural 
development.      Another  aspect   given  insufficient  consideration  is 
the   state  of   fisheries  located  within   the  boundaries  of  the 
Jarbridge  RA. 

One  of  the  difficulties  in   evaluating  the  proposed  decisions 
presented  in   the  Jarbridge  RMP/EIS  is  correlating  the  absence  of 
data  with   the   construction  of  the  preferred  alternative.      First, 
what  is  the  basis  or  base  data  that   contributed  to  your  big  game 
population   census  and   estimates?     On  what   do  you   derive  your  con- 
clusions on   the  current   and  the  twenty(20)   year  grazing  situations? 
By  ommiting  the  applicable  source  data  it  is  difficult  to  track 
the   evolution  of  the  rationale  that  resulted  in   the  preferred 
alternative.      The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act(FLPMA) 
requires  the  inclusion  o (""inventories  of  the  public  lands,    their 
resources,    and  other  values."      In  my  view,    the  plan  is  deficient 
in   that  regard. 
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Another  problem  associated  with   the   ^valuation   and  presentation 
of  the  public  land  resources  and  values  in   the  Jarbridge  RA  is   the 
lack  of  a  clear  cut  relation  of  available   data  to   decisions  being 
proposed.      How  was  the  data  used  in   forming  the  alternatives?     As 
presently  written  it  is  unclear.      The  lack  of   fundamental   data  and 
how  it  was  incorporated  or  utilized  in   selecting  the  preferred 
alternative  leaves  too  many  unanswered   questions. 

One  of  the  perplexing  difficulties  with  the  range  portion  of 
the  Jarbridge  RMP/EIS  concerns  resolving  the  dramatic  increase  in 
AUHs  while  the   changes  in  range-ecological   conditions  change  little 
over  the  twenty  year  period  of  the  plan.      What   the  plan  proposes 
is  a  huge  pasture   for  the  permittees  in   the  Jarbridge  RA.      In   con- 
nection with   this  what  happens  to   the  AOMs  lost   from  land  disposal 
actions?     Will   they  be   transferred  to  other  areas  within   the  re- 
source area  as  has  occurred  in   the  past,   placing  an   additional 
on  the  already  overburdened  area* 

Another  inexplicable   feature  is  the  lack  of  discussion  of 
wildlife  requirements  outside  el   special  management   areas. 
Complicating  matters  is  the  religious  devotion  accorded   to   the 
false  assumption   that   all   range  improvements  automatically  ben- 
efit wildlife.      Such   a  statement   requires  qualification  based  on 
actual   conditions  at   the   site  of  the   development.      Past  per- 
formance provides  sufficient   exampLes  to  disprove   the   general   ap- 
plication of   such  an  assumption.      That  philosophy,    I    suspect, 
relates  to   the  absence  of   full   discussion  of   the  wildlife   sit- 
uation outside  of  the   special  management   areas. 

Equally  unacceptable  is   the  inattention   given   to   water- 
shed.    One  needed   to   search  hard   for  enven   a  mention  of  watershed 
values  and  the  proposal(s)    for  its  management.      In  my  opinion,    the 
meagre  consideration  of   this  resource  points  out   the  major  de- 
diciency  of  the  Jarbridge  RMP/EIS-lack  of  data  on   the   resources 
and   values  contained  in   the  Jarbridge  RA. 

Faults  outnumber   the   commendable  aspects  of   the   Draft 
Jarbridge  RMP/EIS.      In  my  view,    the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
should  reconsider  what   they  propose,    the   land  with   it    diverse   re- 

t  sources,    and   the   equally   diverse  publics  it   serves.      Ommissions 
such  as  the  the   economic  impact  of  recreational   activities  re- 

|  fleets  the   commodity  bias  that  permeates  the  plan.      While  my 
comments  have    focused  on   range   and   wildlife,    I    am   equally   concerned 
about   the   further  degradation  of   cultural   resources.      Their 
further  deterioration  must  be  halted  by  affording  the   protection 
necessary  to  preserve   the  remaining  cultural   resources.      In   summary, 
the  plan   holds   some  promise,    but   it    fails   to    deliver   on   substance. 
Much   rests  on   the   questionable    foundation   of   so    called   range  im- 
provements.       The  proposal   that   can  best   conserve   the  public   land 
resources  is  Alternative  D,    and   I   urge  you   to   replace  Alternative  C 
as  the  preferred  alternative  with   Alternative  D. 
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what  we  perceive  to  be  conflicts  with  legal  mandates,  divergence 
from  goals  and  guidelines  established  by  BLM,  negligence  to  serve 
the  public  interest,  and  lack  of  balance  in  multiple  use  of  the  re- 
source.  The  BLM  consistently  refers  to  utlization  of  resources  that 
compete  with  agriculture,  grazing,  timber  harvesting,  oil  and  gas, 
and  ORV  recreation  as  non-commodity  uses  and  uses  that  must  be  pro- 
tected-  We  perceive  these  uses,  such  as  water  quality,  air  quality, 
hunting,  fishing,  hiking,  photography,  existence,  option,  bequest, 
scientific  and  scenic,  to  reflect  commodities  or  assets  that  are 
real  and  have  compelling  and  economic  values.    These  documents  do 
not  recognize  these  resources  with  equal  weight  or  even  in  the  same 
(economic)  terms  as  grazing,  agriculture  and  so  forth.   Reliable 
values  are  available  and  could  have  been  incorporated  into  the  many 
comparisons  but  they  were  not  thus  we  believe  the  studies  have  a 
skewed  design  as  well  as  erroneous  conclusions.   Specifically,  the 
documents  state  that  the  economic  benefits  of  recreation  are  not  in- 
corporated in  the  economic  analyses  of  the  various  alternatives  yet 
these  comparisons  are  set  forth  as  possible  economic  scenarios  for 
the  alternatives.   The  cumulative  net  values  cannot  be  considered  at 
all  reliable  in  light  of  these  major  ommision.   Available  data  on 
the  present  net  values  of  wildlife  were  also  ommitted.   Additionally, 
the  BLM  states  their  position  that  "...any  capitalized  value  associ- 
ated with  grazing  permits  has  no  legal  basis,..."  yet  the  DEIS  in- 
corporates capital  values  of  permits  throughout  the  comparisons  of 
alternatives.   The  economic  scenario  is  again  dramatically  skewed, 
and  actually  misrepresents  the  values  of  the  alternatives  and  the 
public  resources.   We  believe  that  if  these  flaws  were  corrected  our 
proposal  would  have  even  greater  evidence  of  support.   Without  the 
corrections  in  economic  analysis.  Alternative  C  still  remains  an 
economic  disaster . 

The  DRMP  states  that  "BLM  will  ensure  that  any  management  action 
undertaken  in  connection  with  this  plan  is  cost-effective  and  takes 
into  account  local  social  and  economic  factors.   Cost-effectiveness 
may  be  determined  by  any  method  deemed  appropriate  by  the  Bureau  of 
the  specific  management  action  involved."   It  is  clear  that  the  Pre- 
ferred Alternative  looked  only  at  local  factors.   National  interests 
and  even  regional  interests  are  burdened  with  employment  reductions  and 
colossal  financial  burdens  as  well  as  degradation  and  irretrivable 
loss  of  the  resource.   It  is  inappropriate  for  such  a  parochial  per- 
spective to  dominate  the  selection  of  an  alternative.   These  are 
national  public  lands,  not  state  or  county  lands,  and  their  signifi- 
cance extends  nationally.   Determination  of  cost-effectiveness  by 
any  method  deemed  appropriate  is  an  inadequate  accounting.   It  should 
be  presented  for  public  scrutiny. 

As  mentioned  earlier,  the  two  major  development,  consumptive 
activities  promoted  by  the  Preferred  Alternative,  grazing  and  farming, 
create  incredible  financial  losses  to  the  public.   (It  should  be  noted 
here  that  Alternative  D  allows  for  expansion  of  both  agriculture  and 
beef  production.)   Below-value  pricing  per  AUM  results  in  public 
losses  of  monumental  proportions.   Deficit  grazing  programs  are  being 
reevaluated  on  the  national  level  in  numerous  arenas  and  until  a  sound 
course  of  action  is  settled  such  massive  increases  in  the  grazing  pro- 
gram in  this  resource  area  should  be  curtailed.   In  addition  to  the 
subsidy  issue  is  the  pervasive  degradation  of  the  natural  environment 
and  all  the  life  it  supports.   Certainly  a  cautious  increase  in  graz- 
ing is  the  best  use  of  this  resource  at  this  time. 
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January  4,  1985 

Martin  J.  Zimmer,  Manager 

Boise  District  -  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

3948  Development  Avenue 

Boise,  Idaho   83705  Re:   Jarbidge  DRMP/DEIS 

The  Wilderness  Society  supports  BLM's  recommendation  for  Wild 
and  Scenic  River  designation  for  the  Bruneau  and  Jarbidge  Rivers. 
We  also  support  designations  of  ACEC  for  Hagerman  Paleontologic 
Area;  Sand  Point  Paleontologic,  Geologic  and  Cultural  Area;  and 
the  Bruneau/ Jarbidge  Rivers.   We  also  support  SRMA  designation  for 
Salmon  Falls  Creek  and  Canyon  areas.   These  special  management 
categories  are  by  themselves  inadequate  to  protect  the  natural  re- 
sources found  in  the  respective  areas  but  our  overall  proposal  pro- 
vides wilderness  designation  for  these  areas  as  well.   We  support 
a  340,000  acre  alternative  that  would  include  the  208,833  acres  of 
Alternative  D  and  the  campanion  management  plan  but  would  also  add 
131,167  acres  in  wilderness  on  the  Bruneau  River  and  Sheep  Creek, 
the  plateau  on  the  east  side  of  the  Jarbidge  River,  and  the  State- 
line  Units  under  appeal.   Claims  by  the  BLM  that  the  wilderness 
values  of  the  plateau  areas  were  not  sufficient  to  warranto  the  cost 
of  wilderness  management  were  not  substantiated  in  light  of  the 
importance  these  lands  have  in  the  overall  ecosystem.   We  believe 
they  should  be  included  in  wilderness  designation. 

The  WSAs  all  provide  over  97%  natural  appearance,  exceptional 
scenic  quality,  crucial  habitats  for  mule  deer,  elk,  bighorn  sheep, 
raptors,  and  other  species,  130  miles  of  major  and  tributary  canyons, 
outstanding  opportunities  for  recreation,  and  many  non-market  bene- 
fits as  well.   They  possess  significant  ecological  and  scientific 
values  and  can  be  reached  within  three  to  five  hours  driving  from 
Idaho's  major  population  center.   The  BLM  recognizes  that  wilderness 
characteristics  exist  on  all  208,833  acres  yet  recommend  only  45% 
be  protected  as  wilderness.   The  salt  desert  shrub  ecosystem,  al- 
though proposed  for  protection  in  other  wilderness  study  areas,  is 
not  represented  in  the  national  preservation  system  and  is  excluded 
from  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

The  Wilderness  Society  strongly  objects  to  selection  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative  C  for  the  Jarbidge  DEIS  and  DRMP.   Our  objec- 
tions are  based  on  a  number  of  serious  flaws  in  the  economic  analyses 
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If  Alternative  C  was  selected  and  implemented  in  the  final 
plan,  lands  transferred  out  of  federal  ownership  and  put  into  ir- 
rigated agriculture  would  cost  the  non-irrigating  public  a  stagger- 
ing $24.2  million  annually.   The  preferred  alternative  flies  in  the 
face  of  the  BLM's  own  rationale  for  selection  of  a  Preferred  Alter- 
native which  specifically  states  that  "New  public  investments  in 
these  lands  will  generally  be  kept  to  a  minimum. "   The  DRMP  guide- 
lines also  state  that  lands  identified  for  transfer  "must  show  a 
high  likelihood  that  the  lands  can  be  farmed  at  a  profit  over  a  long 
term."   The  profit  here  is  small  in  comparison  to  the  costs  and  would 
be  realized  by  only  a  few  local  individuals  whereas  the  public  loss 
for  electric  company  ratepayers  is  huge  as  are  losses  in  income  and 
employment  nationally .   The  BLM  states  that  lands  identified  as 
valuable  for  wildlife  should  be  classified  "unsuitable"  for  transfer. 
The  Jarbidge  resource  area  includes  a  portion  of  the  Snake  River 
Birds  of  Prey  Area ,  the  densest  population  of  nesting  raptors  in 
North  America,  and  "Conversion  of  their  forage  habitat  to  monotypic 
stand  of  crested  wheatgrass  or  irrigated  agriculture  reduces  avail- 
able prey  and  results  in  reduced  productivity  or  territorial  abandon- 
ment."  A  full  24%  of  the  habitat  would  be  eliminated  by  the  land 
transfers  proposed  in  Alternative  C.   Native  habitat  would  be  lost 
within  an  8  mile  radius  of  the  Snake  River.   Existing  mule  deer  and 
antelope  habitat  would  be  lost  and  most  important  of  all,  3,128  acres 
of  long-billed  curlew,  a  sensitive  species,  habitat  would  also  be 
lost.   This  would  result  in  a  reduction  in  population  of  20  -  25  pairs. 
This  agriculture  development  is  not  needed  and  it  would  also  result  in 
the  decline  of  sturgeon  populations.  Bliss  Rapid  snail  and  Snake  River 
Physa  Snail.   A  further  degradation  of  environmental  values  would  re- 
sult when  increased  pollutants,  pesticides  and  fertilizers  associated 
with  crop  production,  are  injected  into  air  and  water.   These  lands, 
if  transferred,  would  cost  the  public  additional  monies  to  correct 
the  pollution  problems.   Further  costs  would  be  associated  with  mas- 
sive soil  erosion.   "...soil  erosion  which  occurs  on  public  lands  as 
a  result  of  excess  irrigation  flows  from    private  agricultural  lands 
will  be  treated  as  a  trespass  in  order  to  stop  the  erosion  and  to  re- 
habilitate the  damage  to  public  lands."   Farming  is  the  greatest 
source  of  accelerated  erosion  in  the  area  estimated  to  be  at  least 
10  times  higher  than  rangeland  erosion.   The  transfer  of  58,585  acres 
of  land  included  in  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  a  bad  business  de- 
cision on  behalf  of  the  general  public.   It  clearly  exploits  the 
public's  interests  by  allowing  degradation  of  the  assets  and  creating 
massive  financial  burdens.   This  aspect  alone  should  disqualify  the 
Preferred  Alternative,  but  there's  more  evidence  that  will  show  its 
lack  of  prudence. 

As  mentioned  earlier,  grazing  on  public  lands  with  government 
subsidy  continues  to  be  an  accepted  part  of  our  culture  and  that  is 
evidenced  by  the  public's  willingness  to  allow  grazing  even  in  our 
wilderness  areas.   Alternative  D,  which  is  encompassed  in  our  alter- 
native proposal,  would  make  an  additional  10,399  AUMs  available  in 
the  long  term.   Alternative  C  would  increase  livestock  use  by  6% 
initially,  and  by  66%  in  20  years.   Livestock  would  be  allocated  99% 
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of  the  forage  initially,  and  wildlife  would  be  left  with  a  paltry 
3%.   This  hardly  represents  multiple  use  and  is  certainly  contrary 
to  the  intent  and  language  of  public  law.   The  DRMP/DEIS  consistently 
treats  grazing  on  public  lands  as  a  right  rather  than  a  privilege . 
Only  under  the  most  compelling  circumstances  are  grazing  develop- 
ments modified  to  accommodate  other  uses  of  the  range  resource.   The 
local  economy  and  social  well-being  are  used  to  justify  this  massive 
increase  in  livestock,  development  and  the  national  and  regional  public 
interests  are  supplanted.   The  Preferred  Alternative  proposes  107 
miles  of  new  pipeline  with  all  the  accompanying  disruptive  activities, 
building  one  resevoir,  one  well,  water  storage  tanks  and  98  miles  of 
fencing .   Alternative  D  has  a  far  more  reasonable  expansion  proposal 
of  building  41  miles  of  new  pipeline  and  75  miles  of  fencing.   Through- 
out the  documents  grazing  was  found  to  be  responsible  for  degradation 
of  native  forage,  extensive  damage  to  riparian  habitat  and  headwaters , 
and  severe  degradation  to  numerous  cultural  sites.   Reduction  of  live- 
stock competition  would  improve  all  wildlife  habitats.   The  documents 
state  that  range  improvements  would  be  based  upon  trend  information 
but  also  state  that  not  enough  trend  plots  and  the  subsequent  informa- 
tion from  them  are  available  to  determine  trends  and  thus  make  de- 
cisions for  livestock  use .   The  massive  grazing  increases  then  must 
be  based  on  something  other  than  reliable  trend  information  and  thus 
the  recommendation  is  not  supportable  or  acceptable .   Final ly ,  the 
DRMP  guidelines  state  that  range  improvements  must  be  selected  with 
..."The  highest  priority  for  implementation  generally  will  be  assigned 
to  those  improvements  for  which  the  total  anticipated  benefits  exceed 
costs . "   The  final  RMP/EIS  should  address  this  standard  and  recommend 
grazing  increases  accordingly  by  providing  substantive  data  to  support 
the  recommendation . 

The  DEIS  refers  to  sustaining  "existing"  and  "reasonable"  wildlife 
populations.   The   ■'''viable"   standard  is  a  significant  departure  from 
traditional  goals  and  represents  a  potential  dramatic  reduction  in 
populations  of  numerous  species.   Establishing  a  standard  of  "reason- 
able" populations  is  far  too  ambivalent  to  agree  to.   Certainly  public 
scrutiny  of  the  parameter  of  a  "reasonable"  standard  is  mandated  by 
both  NEPA  and  FLPMA.   We  oppose  changing  the  standard  from  "viable" 
population  targets  to  either  "existing"  or  "reasonable" .   The  DRMP 
clearly  states  BLM  will  maintain  or  enhance  existing  or  potential 
populations  while  the  DEIS  states  habitat  will  be  sustain  for  "viable" 
wildlife  populations.   The  Endangered  Species  Act  requires  protection 
and  enhancement  of  habitat  for  listed  or  candidate  species .   Variance 
from  this  standard  is  frequent  throughout  the  DEIS  and  conflicts  with 
the  language  of  the  DRMP.   The  final  documents  must  be  in  concert  on 
this  issue. 
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January  4,  1985 


Mr .  Gary  Carson 

Jarbidge  Resource  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  Idaho  83705 

Dear  Gary: 

For  my  comments  on  the  draft  Jarbidge  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Statement,  I  would 
like  to  submit  notice  of  my  agreement  to  the  comments 
presented  to  you  by  the  71  Livestock  Association. 

I  feel  that  we  have  made  real  progress  in  the 
meetings  on  this  issue  so  far  and  look  forward  to  a 
successful  conclusion  to  all  concerned. 

We  are  enclosing  a  list  of  improvements  that  need 
to  be  included  in  the  RMP. 


Sincerely , 


CpralH  Tews 
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ORV  recreation  would  not  be  significantly  effected  by  wilder- 
ness designation  as  proposed  in  our  alternative .   Where  it  would  be 
prohibited,  it  would  "benefit  non  game,  upland  game  and  big  game 
habitat."   Over  1.2  million  acres  would  remain  open  for  ORV  recreation. 
There  is  however  a  special  problem  with  indescriminate  of f -road 
vehicular  use  by  ranchers.   This  situation  is  especially  degrading  to 
the  natural  environment  during  the  spring  season  and  should  be  curtailed. 

The  greatest  number  of  elk  and  deer  use  Bennett  Mountain  in  the 
winter.   This  area,  MUA  2,  is  in  extremely  poor  condition  because  of 
grazing  and  should  be  protected  for  wildlife  habitat.   An  administra- 
tive management  category  is  not  sufficient  to  guarantee  this  crucial 
area  is  maintained.   We  support  re-establishment  of  an  elk  herd  on 
lands  adjoining  the  Humbolt  and  Elko  National  Forests,  and  the  sub- 
sequent protection  of  their  habitat. 

We  believe  the  public  would  be  best  served  if  340,000  acres  of 
this  resource  area  were  protected  by  wilderness  designation.   The 
resources  there  can  be  utilized  by  multiple  factions  of  the  greater 
community  while  retaining  themajority  of  assets  for  long-term  public 
good. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment . 


Sincerely , 


Leeson ,  Administrative 
ssistant 
rthern  Rockies  Region 


Note:   All  quotations  and  numerical  references  were  taken  from  the 
Jarbidge  DRMP/DEIS. 
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HAR&LD  C.   MILES-CHAIRXAN-ENERGY  4  NATURAL  RESOURCES  COMMITTEE 

Tdaho  consumer  affairs,  inc. 

•—  AFFILIATE  OF  CONSUMER  FEDERATION  OF  AMERICA 

316  Fifteenth  Avenue  South,   Nampa.   Idaho  83651 
xM«ex3Exxx>r»axtAjTOcM»c*xSL)ira^ 

TELEPHONE   208  /UCiaraK^66-ALl52 


Rt.  5,  Box  309 
Spokane,  Wa.  99208 
January  2, ,1985 


o 
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January  3.  1985 


Mr.  Martin  Zimmer,  District  Manager 
Mr.  Gary  Carson,  Jarbridge  Area  Manager 
Boise  District  Office,  ELM 
3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  Idaho  83705 

Gentlemen: 

Idaho  Consumer  Affairs,  Inc.  (ICA)  submits  the  following  comments  on  the  Jar- 
bridge  Resource  Management  Plan  and  its  Environmental  Impact  Statement  Draft  in 
addition  to  the  ones  submitted  to  you  at  the  Boise  Public  Library  hearing  held  on 
November  28,  1984,  which  were  dated  November  26,  1984.  At  this  point  we  respectfully 
request  both  sets  of  these  written  comments  be  included  in  the  permanent  record  of 
this  hearing, 

1.  As  we  previously  stated,  in  the  main,  we  support  Alternate  D.  However, 
we  feel  the  2,100  AUM's  allocated  to  Wild  Horse  grating  is  far,  far  too  much,  es- 
pecially since  your  plan  does  not  include  substantial  wildlife  habitat  restoration. 
Wild  Horses  compete  with  other  wildlife  for  forage  and  water,  besides  they  trample, 
overgraze  and  restrict  native  plant  growth.   Therefore,  we  request  the  AUh  alloca- 
tion annually  be  no  m  ore  than  600  AUMs. 

2. We  are  unalterably  opposed  to  inclusion  of  any  of  the  public  lands  covered 
by  this  EIS/Mar.agerr.er.t  Plan  for  additional  agricultural  development  withir.  the  rsrt 
twenty  years.  We  call  your  attentionagain  to  the  fact  938,000  acres  were  with- 
drawn from  agricultural  production  inl984'  due  to  the  various  Federal  Farm  Programs. 
In  addition,  with  all  the  media  attention  focusing  on  the  fact  that  farmers  in  1984 
are  worse  off  than  any  time  since  the  "Depression  Days1  of  the  1930's  as  well  as  the 
Federal  Farm  subsidy  programs  in  1984  almost  equalled  the  value  of  the  agricultural 
commodities  themselves,  common  sense  dictates  that  additional  pressue  caused  by 
BLM's  allowing  more  Federal  Land  to  be  put  into  cultivation  and  crop  production 
makes  absolutely  no  economic  sense  for  the  U.S.  populace  as  a  whole.  In  this  con- 
nection BLM  is  requested  to  investigate  the  number  of  farm  bankruptcies  occuring  in 
Idaho  within  the  last  few  years  and  investigate  the  possibilities  of  additional  ones 
occurring  in  I985  and  ensuing  years.  It  ia  our  understanding  that  some  of  these 
bankruptcies  and  farm  land  foreclusure  sales  were  on  holdings  of  well  over  1000 
acres  each.   Existing  farmers  do  not  need  any  pressure  caused  by  additional  commod- 
ity production  from  additional  farm  land  acreage  increases  from  ELM  lands  upon  the 
already  depressed  farm  prices.  Agriculture  in  Idaho  and  elsewhere  should  survive 
on  increased  farm  effeciencies  and  increased  farm  commodity  prices,  r.ot  Federal  Farm 
subsidies. 


fOh. 


Mr.  Joe  Zimmer,  Manager 
Boise  District,  BLM 
^948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  Idaho  8J705 

SUBJECT:   The  Jarbidge  EIS 


I  just  finished  reading  the  Draft  Jarbidge  Resource  Management  Plan 
and  Enviornmental  Impact  Statement  dated  August  1984.   I  would  like 

uestions  in  regards  to  that 


to  offer  the  foil 
document. 


wing  comments 


I  am  concerned  about  the  possibility  of  a  large  amount  of  transfer  of 
public  land  to  private  ownership  for  agricultural  purposes  as  noted 
in  Alternative  B  and  C.   No  criterion  were  established  under  Alternatives 
A  through  C  for  identification  of  land  for  private  transfer.   Since 
massive  land  transfers  will  have  ecological  impacts,  will  there  be  a 
seperate  E.I.S.?   How  did  you  arrive  at  $150  an  acre  as  an  average  price 
of  transfer  (p4-56)?   How  does  one  justify  new  agricultural  land  in  an 
era  of  falling  farm  profits  and  surplus  farm  goods?   An  increasing 
number  of  economic  studies  question  the  expansion  of  new  water  projects 
in  the  arid  west.   Irrigated  agriculture  often  is  only  economically 
feasible  because  the  water  is  subsidized.   Subsidized,  uneconomic 
farming  distorts  agricultural  markets  and  discourages  water  conservation 
resulting  in  water  shortages.   Some  studies  predict  water  shortages  for 
southern  Idaho.   Water  used  for  irrigation  will  not  be  available  for 
hydroelectricity  and  could  adversly  affect  fish  and  wildlife.   The 
BLM  should  not  be  disposing  of  large  amounts  of  public  land  without  a 
Congressional  mandate  ordering  such  a  sale.   A  seperate  EIS  should 
be  prepared  before  any  large  disposal  of  land  is  made. 


3.  In  our  written  testimo 
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4,  we  inclosed  a  letter  from 


ICA   Comments 
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the  U.S.  Geological  Survey's  Idaho  office  stating  that  the  average  minimum  flow 
at  the  Murphy  gaging  station  over  the  period  from  1961-83  was  6340  cfs.   However, 
on  December  12,  1984,  the  USGS  wrote  us  to  correct  this  figure  (copy  of  letter  in- 
closed) which  is  6,065  cfs  at  Murphy  for  the  period  I96I-83.  Also,  we  supplied  you 
a  copy  of  the  November  9.  1984  letter  from  the  Oregon  Water  Resources  Department 
which  identified  1009.43  CFS  withdrawals  from  the  Snake  River  between  the  con- 
fluence of  the  Owyhee  River  and  Brownlee  Reservoir  which  are  of  a  consumptive  use 
nature.   In  addition,  we  are  submitting  a  copy  of  the  December  17,  1984  letter 
from  the  Idaho  Department  of  Water  Resources  identifying  withdrawals  of  a  consum- 
ptive use  nature  of  1297,44  CFS  from  Swan  Falls  Dam  to  Brownlee  Reservoir,  which 
is  on  the  Idaho  side  of  the  Snake  River,  for  a  total  combined  Idaho/Oregon  with- 
drawal of  2306.87  CFS  from  the  Snake  River,   Consequently,  it  goes  without  saying 
that  by  reducing  the  minimum  flows  at  Murphy  to  3900  cfs,  as  the  proposed  agree- 
ment between  the  Idaho  Power  Co  and  the  State  of  Idaho  requires,  subtracting  Z307  CFS 
from  this  flow  makes  it  vitrually  impossible  to  generate  much  electricity  in  a  low 
water  year  by  IPCo's  Hells  Canyon  Project,  considering  it  takes  33,000  CFS  to  op- 
erate the  Brownlee  generating  station  at  full  hydraulic  capacity.   As  a  result, 
IPCo  (Idaho  Power  Co)  will  have  to  import  a  great  amount  of  electricity  during  its 
summer  peak  periods  to  supply  Its  customers  with  power  for  irrigation  pumping,  air 
conditioning  and  refrigeration. 

As  a  matter  of  record,  the  farmers  have  maintained  over  the  past  number  of 
years  that  electrical  rates  for  pumping  Irrigation  water  makes  it  hard  for  them  to 
make  a  profit  on  their  farms.  Hence,  BLM's  own  analysis  for  its  Alternatives  A 
through  D  shows  that  the  total  costs  of  electricity  used  either  for  pumping  or  down- 
stream irrigation  will  be  considerable,  which  is  one  valid  argument  why  BLM  must 
not  permit  any  more  additional  public  lands  in  Idaho  be  put  into  additional  agri- 
cultural crop  production.  Also,  the  stockmen  need  this  additional  land  for  winter 
grazing,  not  to  mention  the  needs  for  this  land  for  habitalj  all  seasons,  by  the 
upland  game  birds  and  other  wildlife. 

4.  Concerning  the  need  for  wildlife  habitat,  we  respectfully  call  ELM's  at- 
tention to  the  fact  that  1984  was  a  poor  hunting  year  for  upland  game  birds  in 
Southern  Idaho  due  to  the  severe  winter  of  1983-84,  which  we  feel  would  not  have 
been  as  severe  if  BLM  had  a  better  upland  game  bird  and  wildlife  program,,   Hunting 
and  fishing  in  Idaho  is  of  as  great  economic  benefit  to  this  state  from  a  coat  to 
benefit  ratio  as  is  raising  surplus  farm  crops  costing  the  Federal  Government  and 
its  taxpayers,  us,  billions  of  dollars  in  Federal  farm  subsidy  programs.   Conse- 
quently BLM  must  implement  a  program  for  this  Jarbridge  EIS/Management  area  which 
is  more  attuned  with  a  Genuine  Multiple  Use  program  to  include  Fish  &  Wildlife 
habitat  restoration  and  Wilderness  Area  designation  and  protection, 

5.  We  support  the  Idaho  Committee  for  the  High  Desert's  Wilderness  proposals, 
in  the  main,  particularly  their  request  that  more  bench  land  be  included  on  each 
side  of  the  various  canyon  rims,  they  have  suggested,  in  order  to  better  protect 
these  Wilderness  Canyon's  ecosystems.  Thus,  we  feel  Wilderness  designation  is  by 
far  the  best  way  to  protect  wildlife,  especially  endangered  species,  both  plant  and 
animal.  Consequently,  since  Desert  Wilderness  possess  a  distinct  beauty  all  its 
own,  Idaho  deserves  more  than  1/10  of  1%   of  Its  area  designated  as  Wilderness  in 
this  Jarbridge  EIS/Management  Area  and  more  than  18%   of  the  roadless  lands  in 
these  de  facto  wilderness  study  areas. 


Mr.  Joe  Zimmer,  Manager 
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Despite  the  fact  that  the  preferred  alternative  proposes  to  dispose  of 
91,446  acres,  Alternative  C  plans  to  more  than  double  the  number  of  AUM's. 
The  "range  improvement"  projects  that  are  proposed  are,  of  course,  schemes 
to  put  more  cattle  in  public  land.   Since  most  cattle  are  raised  on  private 
land  and  the  weak  economic  conditions  prevailing  in  the  beef  industry,  there 
appears  no  overwhelming  reason  to  expand  cattle  production  on  public  land. 
Herbicide  graying   rhjtnin^::,  posoiblc  e:wtic  ^'us:,  ^ccdi.".ba  ult  „11  lc,l 
left  to  private  enterprise  on  private  land.   Such  "improvement"  projects 
are  potentially  ecologically  dangerous  and  destructive.   You  admit  (p3-6) 
that  resource  information  is  lacking  on  most  of  the  resource  area  yet 
you  propose  substantial  single  use  expansion  of  cattle  grazing.   In 
Unit  2,  Bennett  Mountain,  you  admit  that  there  are  too  many  cattle 
allotments,  but  why  wait  for  a  management  plan  to  reduce  the  number  of 
allotments?   If  the  BLM  land  was  truely  managed  for  a  multiple  use, 
then  range  deterioration  should  not  have  occured  in  the  first  place. 

Grazing  damage  to  cultural  and  paleontologic  resources  indicate  that 
the  BLM  has  again  subordinated  other  resources  to  grazing.  However, 
the  plans  may  be  improvement  in  this  direction. 


/Ofcil  I  did  not  find  the  MIC  categorys  in  Appendix  A  as  noted 
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Alternative  Dl  does  not  give  numbers  of  wildlife  AUM's  that  could 
reasonably  be  expected  to  exist  in  the  absence  of  grazing.   Only 
then  can  we  see  what  the  trade-offs  have  been  made  from  cattle 
grazing. 

A  cost/benefit  analysis  for  grazing  is  needed.   Even  if  proposed 
grazing  appears  to  be  consistent  with  range  conditions,  the  bLM 
should  still  demonstrate  that  the  benefits  are  greater  then  the  co 
to  the  public.   In  view  of  the  pitifully  small  amount  charged  for 
AUM's  compared  to  private  land  charges,  I  would  suspect  that  some 
units  should  not  be  grazed  at  all.   Grazing  permits  are  a  privileg 
and  not  a  right.  The  BLM  is  under  no  obligation  to  continue  livest 
numbers  when  grazing  is  uneconomic  or  conflicts  with  other  values 
under  all  conditions. 
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The  King  Hall  Wilderness  proposal  seems  to  be  reasonable  but  the  Brune 
Jarbidge  River  proposal  is  inadequate. 


All  of  the 
and  the  eas 


roadless  areas  in  the  plateau  on  the  Brunea 
:  side  of  the  Jarbidge  should  be  Wilderness 


River,  Sheep  Creek 


The  rivers  comprise  one  of  the  most  outstanding  regions  in  the  U.S.  under 
BLM  jurisdiction.   The  reason  given  for  non-wilderness  (p5-16)  is 
that  the  costs  do  not  warrant  exclusion.   What  wilderness  costs?   Nn 
cost/benefit  data  was  presented.   I  suspect  that  the  wilderness  costs 
are  substantially  less  than  the  costs  of  "improvements"  for  grazing. 

In  the  Bruneau-Sheep  Creek  area  (pl2)  your  plan  recommends  no  plateaus 
because  of  "conflicts  with  other  resource  uses",  probably  cattle  and 
ORV's.   Education  signs  and  some  enforcement  will  bring  general  compliance. 
If  not,  cancelling  the  allotment  permits  and  arresting  trespassers  will 
bring  compliance.   Is  is  ironic  that  the  government  agencies  can  find 
money  for  expensive  pipelines  and  other  water  projects  to  benefit  a 
few  paying  subsidized  water  and  cattle  allotments,  but  then  whine  that 
they  can't  find  a  few  pitiful  dollars  to  leave  the  land  alone. 

You  proposed  little  tablelands  in  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  and  none  in 
Jack's  Creek  area.   Since  the  eastern  plateau  areas  of  the  Jarbidge 
have  low  potential  for  cattle.   Why  not  leave  it  as  wilderness  as  it 
is  part  of  the  river  ecological  system  in  particular  as  far  as  wildlife 
are  concerned.   On  page  43  you  note  the  importance  of  the  plateaus  for  mule 
deer,  bighorn  sheep,  antelope,  birds,  etc.  —  yet  you  leave  much  of  it  out. 

In  short,  you  make  a  poor  case  for  leaving  out  the  tablelands  for  wildernes 
protection.   I  have  been  into  the  Bruneau  River  country  many  times  and 
1l  is  specLai_ular .  t  ItVicu  ^Vi  the  proposed  management  plin  corrects  come 
of  the  past  abuses  from  benign  neglect,  the  wilderness  proposed  is 
mediocre  in  comparison  as  to  what  could  be  done  for  one  of  the  most 
magnificent  areas  in  (the  west. 
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Substant  i ve  comments . 

1^  Livestock  Grazing  Management.  The  proposal  for  substantial ly 
increasing  livestock  grazing  in  a  resource  area  of  which  75%  is 
in  poor  condition  appears  a  gross  dereliction  of  BLM '  s 
responsibility  to  manage  the  public  lands  for  multiple  use  and 
sustained  yield.  Speci fie  proposals  for  substant ially  improving 
poor  condition  rangelands  must  be  made  a  part  of  this  RMP.  The 
BLM  would  get  less  flack  from  the  public  in  its  attempts  to 
increase  livestock  forage  if  the  Bureau  was  equally  ambitious  in 
repairing  past  damages  to  the  public  lands  caused  by  livestock 
overgrazing  and  poor  livestock  management. 

2 .  Wild  Horse  Management.  The  RMP  is  particularly  deficient  in 
management  of  this  resource  -  50  wild  horses  in  over  2,000,000 
acres?!  If  I  understand  the  problem  correctly,  the  current  wild 
horse  habitat  is  in  an  agricultural  area  and  the  small  band  is 
being  harrassed.  The  proposed  sol ut ion  of  decreasing  the  herd 
area  by  20%  is  very  poor.  Why  weren't  other  solutions  analyzed  - 
i.e.,  moving  the  bands  to  other  areas  without  horse/human 
conflicts,  etc,? 

3.  Wildlife  Management.  The  RMP/EIS  aptly  but  sadly  illustrates 
the  great  loss  of  wildlife  habitat  and  populations  on  our  public 
lands  due  to  past  livestock  overgrazing  and  mismanagement.  The 
few  proposals  for  protecting  existing  critical  habitat  and 
restoring  or  rehabilitating  damaged  habitat  are  grossly 
insufficient,  as  are  the  "reasonable  numbers"  that  the  poor 
condition  range  is  able  to  support,  but  perhaps  all  that  can  be 
expected  from  a  commodi  ty-oriented  national  administrat  ion . 

4.  Riparian  and  Fisheries  Management .  My  comments  in  #3  also 
apply  to  this  important  resource.  Only  Alternative  D  proposes 
any  marginally  significant  improvement,  but  again,  perhaps  the 
proposed  actions  will  at  least  prevent  further  deterioration.  I 
would  like  to  see  proposals  in  the  FRMP/EIS  for  more  significant 
improvements  in  deter iorated  riparian  areas. 


5.  Minerals 
not  appear  1 
act i vi  ty . 


Management.    The  proposed  minerals  withdrawals  do 
o   have   any  adverse   impact   on   overall   minerals 


Pete  Wyman 


tort 


6.  Lands  and  Realty  Transactions.  It  is  not  at  all  clear  that 
the  60,000+  acres  proposed  for  agricultural  development  are  not 
automatic  upon  application  (i.e.,  "before  the  actual  transfer  is 
completed.").  Why  such  a  large  acreage  is  proposed  for  disposal 
before  BLM  has  any  definitive  information  on  water  availability, 
soil  suitability,  and  economic  feasibility  is  not  explained,  nor 
does  it  appear  reasonable.  Other  criteria  for  select  ion  of  lands 
for  disposal  for  agricultural  purposes  should  be  used,  before 
such  proposals  are  made  in  the  land  use  plan. 
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7.  Recreation  Management .   What  are  the  statutory  authorities  for 
SRMAs,  what  regulations  speci  f y  management  requirements,  and  what 
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Nevada  and  Eastern  California 


January  4,  1985 

Gary  Carson,  Manager 
BLM/Jarbidge  Resource  Area 
Boise  District  Office 
3948  Development  Ave. 
Boise,  ID    83705 

Dear  Manager  Carson , 

On  behalf  of  the  Public  Lands  Committee  of  the  Toiyabe  Chapter  of 
the  Sierra  Club  in  Nevada  and  Eastern  California,  I  would  like  to 
submit  the  following  comments  on  the  Jarbidge  RMP/EIS. 


Procedural  comments. 


1.   MUAs 
with   simil 
make   good 
conf us  ing . 
impacts  of 
2-25  is  not 
to   various 
management 
are  no  tabl 
of   those 
understand 
that   such 
information 
d i spar  i  ty  b 
an  exhaust 
RMP,   BLM 
envi ronment 
its  ability 


While  dividing  the 
ar   characteristics 

sense,   detaching 

I   have  not  been 

the  various  alterna 

adequate  for  this 
tables  and  append 

actions   of  each  a 
es  or  appendices  wh 
management  act  ions 
that  such  analyses 
analyses  are  almost 
s  collected  by  al 
etween  the  RMP  and 
ng  guessing  game. 
should   in  the  FEIS 
al  impacts  per  MUA 


Resource  Area  up  into  smaller  areas 

for  analysis  purposes   appears   to 

the   EIS  from   the   Plan   is   very 

able  to  determine  the  environmental 

tives  in  each  of  the   MUAs.    Table 

purpose.   The  Reader's  Guide  refers 

ices  in  Chapter  2  "which   give   the 

lternative  plan  by  MUA,"  but   there 

ich  give  the  environmental   impacts 

in  each  alternative.    While  I   can 

could  create  an  even  larger  EIS  and 

mpossible  because  BLM' s   resource 

lotment,   not  by  MUA,  the  resulting 

the  EIS  makes  review  for  the  public 

Since  BLM  chose  to  use  MUAs  in  the 

provide  tables  and   appendices   of 

of  each  alternative,  to  the  best  of 


2.  Range  of  alternatives  and  issues  analyzed.  While  credit  goes 
to  the  Boise  District  for  including  a  non-grazing  alternative, 
more  work  could  have  been  put  into  its  development .  The  overall 
range  of  alternatives  was  not  good,  as  most  alternative  actions 
did  not  significantly  differ  from  one  to  another.  The  selection 
of  issues  to  be  analyzed  was  good,  as  most  EISs  in  Nevada  have 
eliminated  all  multiple  use  issues  except  range,  wilderness,  land 
disposal,  and  rights-of-way  from  any  significant  analysis. 
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are  the  economic  implications  of  SRMAs  (how  much  does  management 
cost  and  where  are  the  funds  coming  from) ?  Why  aren1 t  larger 
wildlife  populations  being  planned  for  to  meet  increasing  recrea- 
tion needs,  from  hunting  to  observing,  photography,  birding,  etc? 

8.   Wilderness  Management . 

King  Hill  -  I  concur  with  BLM ' s  recommendations  in  the  Preferred 
Alternative. 

Bruneau/Sheep  Creek  -  The  BLM ' s  rim-to-rim  proposal  is  not 
adequate  to  protect  the  admittedly  outstanding  wilderness  values 
nor  the  associated  wildlife  values,  especially  of  big-horn  sheep. 
The  EIS  did  not  identify  any  significant  resource  conflicts  in 
the  surround ing  tablelands  and  the  manageability  problems  appear 
grossly  overestimated.  The  rationale  for  omission  that  the 
plateaus  are  in  "poor"  condition  is  inappropriate,  as  no  law  or 
regulation  requires  that  wilderness  areas  be  in  excellent 
condition,  and  is  particularly  capricious  as  over  73%  of  the 
entire  resource  area  is  in  "poor"  condition  anyway.  I  support 
the  entire  100,000+  acres  for  wilderness  designation. 

Jarbidge  River  -  I  support  the  entire  WSA  as  wilderness  for  the 
same  reasons  discussed  above  in  Bruneau/Sheep  Creek. 

Special  Designations  -  I  also  support  special  designations  for 
all  the  non-designated  wilderness  areas. 

I  concur  with  BLM  proposals  for  cultural  resource  management  and 
paleontological  management. 

Although  full  of  much  information  on  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area, 
I  found  this  EIS  very  difficult  to  review  due  to  its  poor 
organization  and  coordination  of  various  elements .  And  my 
comments  suffer  from  my  inability  to  understand  what  the 
management  problems  are  in  the  resource  area,  as  well  as  what  are 
the  proposed  solutions  and  their  environmental  impacts. 

In  any  event,  I  am  totally  opposed  to  any  increases  in  livestock 
grazing  in  MUAs  #  3,4,5,7,6,8,9,14,  all  areas  in  which  the  total 
acreage  is  in  poor  condition,  and  to  very  limited  increases  in 
MUAs  #  2,11,12,13,  MUAs  where  the  great  majority  of  acreage  is  in 
poor  condition,  until  objectives  for  significant  range 
improvement  are  set  and  achieved  as  measured  by  monitoring  over  a 
five-year  or  longer  period. 


Thank   you   for  considering  my  comments  and 
RMP/EIS  over  the  phone  with  me  today. 


for   discussing   the 
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3.  Economic  analysis.  The  economic  anal ys is  was  quite 
inad equate.  Revenues  from  recreational  activities  were  omitted, 
even  though  one  could  expect  that  recreational  income  could  far 
exceed  ranching  income,  especially  over  time,  in  the  RA.  Also, 
there  were  no  estimates  of  costs  of  implement ing  other  than 
the  livestock  management  program.  Does  BLM  have  the  funds  to 
administer  the  flock  of  proposed  ACECs/SRMAs,  etc.?   What  car&-  tj^  CROUP 

tAS   VEGAS  GROUP  PO   Bo*  8096 

P  O   Box  19777  To  explore,  vqjov.  and  protect  the  wild  placet  of  the  earth  University  Staiion 

Lai  Vegai.  Nevada   691 19  ,  Reno.  Nevada  89507 


5-100 


Rose  Strickland, 
Public  Lands  Commi  ttee 


I/**/1 


SNAKE    RIVER 


IDAHO     POWER     COMPANY 


BOX      70    •      BOISE.       IDAHO      83707 


January  4,    1985 


108 


Mr.  Gary  Carson 
Jarbidge  Area  Manager 
Boise  District  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  ID   83705 

Dear  Mr.  Carson: 

Idaho  Power  Company  offers  the  following  comments  on  the  Draft  Jarbidge 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  prepared  by  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management,  and  dated  August,  1984. 

As  you  have  noted  in  the  document,  Idaho  Power  Company  and  the  Western 
Utility  Group  (WUG)  have  identified  the  existing  and  future  need  for  planned 
utility  corridors  that  will  meet  future  energy  needs  in  Idaho  and  other  Western 
states  through  the  year  2020.  We  oppose  the  elimination  of  two  of  these 
corridors  (east/west)  as  proposed  by  your  management  plan,  and  request  that  you 
include  such  corridors  in  your  final  plan  to  permit  needed  future  electrical 
transmission  facilities. 

The  company  is  greatly  concerned  with  the  stated  policy  of  identifying 
"avoidance  areas".  Although  this  concept  has  considerable  usefulness  in 
corridor  planning,  it  is  misleading  to  construe  acceptance  of  the  concept  by 
planners  and  utilities  as  a  replacement  for  the  designation  of  utility 
corridors  in  the  land  use  planning  process.  We  believe  that  corridor 
designation  is  an  important  and  critical  element  of  land  use  planning  and  is 
an  important  planning  tool  for  both  land  managers  and  the  utility  industry. 
Use  of  avoidance  areas  in  lieu  of  corridor  designation  is  not  consistent  with 
Section  503  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976  (FLPMA), 
which  clearly  intends  that  utility  corridors  be  established  in  order  to 
minimize  adverse  environmental  impacts  and  the  proliferation  of  separate 
rights-of-ways  (ROW). 

Several  existing  electrical  and  gas  utility  facilities  are  presently 
located  within  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area,  as  well  as  several  proposed 
corridors.  Many  of  these  are  in  direct  conflict  with  the  so  called  avoidance 
areas. 

Segments  of  the  Oregon  Trail  conflict  with  at  least  ten  existing 
facilities,  the  Hagerman  Fossil  Beds  with  two  existing  facilities,  and  the 
Salmon  Falls  Creek  SRMA  with  one  existing  facility.  Several  avoidance  areas 
conflict  with  previously  identified  proposed  corridors. 
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Although  the  document  indicates  that  existing  ROW  locations  and  utility 

ROW  routes  identified  in  previous  environmental  impact  statements  will  remain 

available  for  ROW  development,  the  ROWs  are  not  identified  in  the  present 
report,  nor  are  existing  or  future  corridors  designated. 

The  document  is  misleading  in  its  statements  pertaining  to  the 
percentages  of  lands  which  are  included  as  utility  avoidance  areas.  As 
presented,  these  lands  have  the  appearance  of  being  a  relatively  minor  amount 
of  the  total.  However,  upon  closer  examination,  the  locations  and  nature  of 
some  of  these  lands  would  have  substantial  impacts  on  where  utility  corridors 
would  be  allowed.  The  long,  linear  nature  of  the  Bruneau-Jarbidge  Wild  and 
Scenic  River  avoidance  area,  for  example,  precludes  vast  expanses  of  land 
which  may  otherwise  be  suitable  for  consideration  for  future  transmission 
needs.  Similarly,  the  Salmon  Falls  Creek  SRMA  does  not  make  allowances  for 
the  existing  transmission  line  or  the  potential  of  an  additional  facility  at 
some  future  date. 

It  is  the  Company's  opinion  that  the  management  plan  and  EIS  is  deficient 
in  that  it  does  not  identify  and  designate  existing  and  potential  utility 
corridors  as  provided  for  by  FLPMA.  Additionally,  in  cases  of  linear 
avoidance  areas  of  the  nature  discussed  above,  windows  (areas  through  which 
utility  corridors  would  be  allowed)  should  be  designated. 

The  Company  is  pleased  to  note  that  the  management  plan  and  EIS  consider 
the  present  concerns  over  Snake  River  water  rights.  As  you  are  aware,  Idaho 
Power  and  the  State  of  Idaho  have  signed  an  agreement  which,  if  implemented, 
should  resolve  the  conflicts  raised  by  the  water  rights  issue.  However,  this 
agreement  must  pass  several  legislative  and  regulatory  hurdles  before  it  is 
fully  implemented.  Therefore,  it  is  premature  for  the  Company  to  provide 
detailed  comment  on  the  specific  effects  additional  agricultural  land 
development  allowable  under  the  agreement  may  have  on  future  electric  rates 
and  hydroelectric  generation  facilities.  However,  we  would  be  most  willing 
to  provide  additional  information  concerning  the  effects  of  the  Swan  Falls 
agreement  as  its  implementation  proceeds,  and  suggest  that  provisions  be  made 
in  the  management  plan  to  make  necessary  adjustments  as  this  information 
becomes  available. 

Idaho  Power  is  firmly  committed  to  the  principles  of  sound  management  and 
multiple  use  of  public  lands.  It  also  is  committed  legally  and  morally  to 
provide  reliable  electrical  service  to  the  many  residential,  farm  and 
industrial  customers  it  serves  in  southern  Idaho,  eastern  Oregon  and  northern 
Nevada.  Because  of  these  commitments,  and  because  reliable  electric  service 
is  essential  for  our  area's  future  economic  growth,  we  request  that  you 
carefully  consider  the  above  comments. 

Sincerely, 

Allan  R.  Ansell 
Environmental  Studies 
Coordinator 
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REGARDING: 


WRITTEN  TESTIMONY  -  DRAFT  JARBIDGE  RESOURCE  MANGEMENT  PLAN 
AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


ATTENTION:   GARt  CARSON,  AREA  MANAGER 

DEAR  GARY : 

The  -format  o-f  our  written  comments  on  the  Draft  Jarbidge  Re  sour 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  will  be  as  -follow 
this  cover  letter  expanding  on  our  concerns  over  some  of  the  more  im 
areas  contained  in  the  draft,  followed  by  a  schedule  of  our  grazing 
and  five  year  annual  use,  depicting  the  problems  we  have  found  in  co 
this  information  with  appendix  Table  F-4,  and  a  detailed  listing  of 
range  improvements  and  vegatative  manipulation  to  be  included  in  the 
Use  Areas  in  the  Resource  Management  Plan  under  the  letter  H,  Then 
de tailed,  paragraph  by  paragraph,  analysis  of  the  draft  itself  to  be 
to  your  office  by  Tom  Blesstnger,  under  the  heading  of  The  Official 
The  "71"  Livestock  Association  Regarding  the  Draft  Jarbidge  Resource 
PI  an  and  Env i ronmental  Impact  Statement . 
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To  beg.  n  wi  tl 
al ready  been  discussed  with  you  and  your  staff,  along 

to  these  problems.   However,  we  feel  that  it  is  still 
i terns  on  record  along  with  the  other  concerns  to  be  d 


The  fol lowing  are  the 


that 


feel 


some  of  the  i terns  to  fol low  have 
ith  possible  solutions 
mportant  to  have  these 
cussed . 

r t icular  concern  in  thi 


I'  Multiple  Use  -  Included  in  the  Summary  of  the  Resource  Management  Plan 
on  page  i  i  i  is  the  foil ow ing  statement,  "This  Resource  Management  PI  an  is 
developed  to  guide  the  managemen  t  of  the  public  land  resources  in  the  Jarbi dge 
Resource  Area  and  to  ensure  that  the  publ  ic  lands  and  resources  are  managed  in 
accordance  with  the  principles  of  multiple  use  and  sustained  >ield." 

In  continuing  through  the  draft  the  follwoing  statement  is  contained  on 
page  1  of  the  Introduction  to  the  Resource  Management  Plan.   "The  basic  purpose 
of  this  plan  is  to  ensure  that  public  lands  will  be  managed  in  accordance  with 
the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976  (FLPMA),  under  the 

principles  of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield." 


Both  Multiple  Use  Plans  ar 
as  an  important  factor  in  over; 
determine  from  this  draft  that 
economic  factors  in  this  area, 
the  public  range.  It  has  been 
=-nd  financial  constraint;  were 


d  the  FLPMA  of  IV?6,  recognize  livestock  grrain 
11  multiple  use.   However,  it  is  difficult  to 
livestock  grazing,  one  of  the  most  important 
is  of  anything  more  than  minimal  importance  on 
told,  to  us,  by  you  and  your  staff,  that  time 
the  main  reason  this  occurred.   However,  the 
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mos  t  disconcerting  thing  about  this  situation  is  that  other  non-pay i  ng 
interests,  such  as  people  with  wildlife  and  environmental  concerns,  do  not 
appear  to  have  run  up  against  these  same  constraints.   Had  we  as  livestock 
permittees  known  that  this  Draft  would  come  out  in  this  format  we  can  assure 
you  we  would  have  provided  a  substantial  amount  more  of  input  prior  to  its 
release.   This  not  having  occurred,  we  feel  it  to  be  extremely  important,  as  we 
have  di scussed  wi th  you,  that  livestock  grazing  be  given  more  emphasis  prior  tc 
the  release  of  the  final  document,  along  with  allowing  substantial  user  input 
in  the  final  proceedings. 

II)   Range  Inventory  -  It  has  come  to  our  attention  through  review  of  the 
Draft  and  discussions  with  you  and  your  staff  that  there  are  a  large  amount  of 
errors  in  the  physical  range  inventory  itself  along  with  the  schedules, 
statements  and  tables  depicting  the  inventory  within  the  draft.   These  problems 
and  possible  solutions  have  already  been  discussed  with  you,  and  thus  we  will 
be  just  reiterating  the  following: 


Drop  the  forage  use  le"els  in  the  Multiple 
the  letter  A,  due  to  the  fact  that  the  in\ 
not  comp lete  enough  to  back  up  these  f i gur 


Use  Areas  under 
?n  tor  y  da  ta  is 
?s,  and 


Completely  redo  Appendix  Table  F-4,  breaking  out  those 
allotments  jnder  management  systems,  into  another  table,  s 
using  only  the  Grazing  Preference,  and  Five-  Year  Average 
Use  col umns,  due  to  the  fact  that  the  rest  of  the  table 
is  incorrect,  brought  on  by  the  incomplete  inventory 
data,  and  not  address ing  seasons  of  use.   Thus,  the  only 
cogn  i  zant  thing  to  do  is  to  start  with  current  use  and 
then  monitor  any  changes. 


raj 


C>  Review  the  accuracy  of  the  Grazing  Preferences  and 
Average  Use  col umns,  as  we  have  located  several  err 
this  area.   A  statemen  t  depicting  the  errors  we  hav 
is  at  tached . 


Mi 


ange  Improvements  and  Uegatative  manipulation.   It  is  our  opinion 
that  specific  amoun  ts  of  range  improvements  and  vegatative  manipulation  should 
rom  the  draft,  and  proposed  projects  be  addressed  through  the 
Itation  under  the  Environmental  Analysis  process,  due  to  the  fact 
virtually  impossible  to  determine  what  projects  will  be  required 
t  twenty  vears,  and  which  projects  will  be  feasible,  due  to  time 
1  constraints.   However,  it  is  possible  that  we  could  support 
o  identify  specific  projects  that  would  be  required  in  the  near 

addition,  inserting  a  clause  allowing  range  improvements  and 
amputation  on  an  additional  2'/.  of  the  acreage  involved  er  year. 
his  though t  in  mind,  that  you  will  find  a  schedule  of  proposed, 
near  term  range  improvements  and  vegatative  manipulation  attached  to  this 
document  for  Guerry,  Inc. 


sped 
cons 
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IV)       Animal  Damage  Control  Program.   Due  to  the  economic  losses  suffered 
by  range  sheep  operations  throughout  the  year  and  cattle  operations  at  calving 
time,  and  to  losses  of  wildlife  throughout  the  year  from  depredation  by  coyotes 
and  other  predatory  animals,  it  is  impossible  for  us  to  support  this  Draft  in 
any  form,  without  its  com ing  out  in  support  of  the  Animal  Damage  Control 
ft/.*"  Program  through  specific  statements  that  efforts  will  be  made  to  provide 

funding  for  said  programs,  and  that  continued  operations  of  such  programs  will 


Ill 


be  all  owed  on  Publ  i c  Doma i n 


ihout  any  -further  const 


Y>   Wildlife  -  The  sections  in  this  Draft  covering  proposed  wi Idl  ife 
populations  are  extremely  confusing  at  best,  leaving  much  of  the  information  to 
be  determined  through  the  use  of  the  reader  s  imagination.   It  is  with  this 
thought  in  mind,  that  we  feel  the  following  would  be  a  better  method  of 
handling  wildlife  populations  in  the  area: 

Wildlife  in  the  area  will  be  managed  at  current  levels  and  mon i  tored  prior 
to  any  increases  or  decreases  being  proposed.   Then  ,  if  an  increase  or  decrease 
is  proposed,  it  will  be  implemented,  only  after  the  proper  consultation  and 
co-ordination  with  the  affected  parties  has  taken  place,  and  any  problems  have 
been  mi 1 1 ga  ted . 

Also,  Table  2,  on  page  82  and  83  of  the  Resource  Management  Plan  will  have 
to  be  relocated  and  footnoted  so  that  it  i s  more  determinable  that  is  applies 
only  to  Oil  and  Gas  activities  and  major  construction ,  and  is  not  meant  to 
impede  range  improvement  maintenance  or  construction. 

Vl>    Wilderness  and  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Designation;  -  We  are  in  total 
opposition  to  the  proposed  wilderness  Areas  and  Wild  and  Scenic  Riuers  for  the 
foil ow ing  reasons: 

A)  It  is  our  opinion  that  Idaho  already  has  enough  land  locked  up  under 
these  designations,  taking  it  out  of  the  availability  for  further 
development  and  eliminating  the  possibility  of  its  providing  an. 
economic  benefits,  and 

B)  Due  to  the  location  of  and  terrain  of  these  proposed  areas,  the-  ^r~ 
in  fact  defacto  Wilderness  Areas  and  Wild  and  Scenic  Ri"ers  and  will 
remain  so  into  the  future.   Thus,  not  requiring  the  actual 
designations,  which  in  essence  only  serve  to  withhold  surrounding  areas 
from  further  development,  and 

C)  By  designating  these  areas  as  Wilderness  Areas  and  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  you  limit  the  number  and  tvpe  of  people  that  can  take  part  in 
these  areas.   Elderly  and  handicapped  people  aren  t  able  to  access 
the  areas  and  working  people  don  t  have  the  time  it  requires  to  enter 
the  areas . 


Thus,  we  feel  that  these  concerns  must  be  given  consideration  in  mak  i  ng 
your  decision  on  Wilderness  Areas  and  Wild  and  Scenic  Ri'-ers,  j=  these  are 
concerns  and  people  that  you  are  required  to  take  into  consideration  under  the 
policies  of  Multiple  Use. 

VII)  Proposed  Introduction  of  Elk  -  We  are  opposed  to  the  proposed 
introduction  of  Elk  for  several  reasons  some  of  those  be i ng  the  f ol 1 owi  ng: 

A)  That  the  proposed  elk  herd,  will  be  a  Nevada  herd  if  introduced  and 
thus  provisions  for  the  elk  should  be  made  on  the  Nevada  side  of  the 
bor  der  ,  and 

B;  Should  the  elk  enter  the  Idaho  side,  which  they  would  most  certainly  do 
due  to  its  ease  of  access.   They  would  cause  considerable  private 
property  damage  to  haystacks,  fences  and  pastures,  without,  =<t  least 
at  this  point,  the  Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife's  being  responsible 


to  pay  for  damages ,  and 
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C)  The  fact  that  under  the  Idaho  Fish  and  Games  Five  .ear  Plan  for  Mu 
Deer,  1981  Thru  1985,  they  state  that  on  the  island,  an  area  w.thi 
the  Jarbidge  Resource  area,  under  the  Diamond  A  Multiple  Use  Area, 
an  area  that  has  a  large  possiblity  of  winter  use  b>-  the  Elk,  over 
grazing  of  forage  and  shrubs  used  by  deer,  already  exists,  due  to 
1  arge  popu  1  at  i  on  of  deer  in  that  ar  ea  .  Therefore ,  we  dor.  t  belie" 
that  the  problem  should  be  compounded  b>  the  introduction  of  an  el 
herd. 


Ht7 


YIII)  Bighorn  Sheep  Habitat  -  We  are  not  in  oppo 
maintain  the  Big  Horn  Sheep  in  the  Bruneau  >     Jarbidge 
that  we  can  not  condone ,  however ,  is  the  buffer  zone  o 
on  either  side  of  the  area.   This  type  of  plann 
conflict  before  one  even  exists,  when  there  are 
that  Bighorn  Sheep  and  domestic  1  i vestock  can  not  co-exi 
the  contrary  most  studies  are  beginning  to  show  that  the 
in  the  same  area  quite  we  II.   Thus,  we  feel  tha 
handling  this  situation  wou Id  be  to  ma i ntai  n  a 
Habitat,  and  then  if  a  conflict  did  occur,  handle  it  on  a  si 
with  the  proper  consultation  and  co-ordination  of  the  affect 
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tural  Sites  -  On  the  subject  of  ACECs  or  Cultural  Sites 
nt  that  there  are  several  Cultural  sites  in  this  area  t 
However ,  we  do  fe-1  that  an  attempt  to  preserve  each  an 
e  remotest  sense  of  tht  i   rd  could  be 
ak  i  ng  the  issue  to  too  much  of  an  extreme,  s 
Creek  Canyon  Complex.   We  feel  that  a  more 
evelop  a  method  of  prioritizing  the  sites,  s 
uld  be  saved,  and  that  at  this  point  the  mor 
th  the  care  that  they  should  be,  a  si  tu  a  t 
for  you  agency  if  all  the  sit.    listed  in  the  dr 
zould  be  done  on  a  site  specific  basis  after  the 
-d i nat i on . 
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At  to  eh-  siny  -  preferred  alternative  we  wou Id  like  to  make    ir  choice 
within  the  following  context:   If  the  proper  changes  are  made  to  incorporate 
the  maj'i  i ty  of  ideas  contained  in  this  letter,  and  the  detailed  paragraph  t. 
paragraph  analyst-  of  the  Draft  contained  under  the  heading  of  The  Official 
comments  By  the  "71"  Livestock  As   ziation  Regarding  the  Draft  -  Jarbidge 
Resource  Managemen  t  Plan  and  Envi ronmen  tal  Impact  Statement,  and  the  proper 
amount  of  user  input  is  allowed  i.   the  final  stages  of  the  Plan,  then  we  do 
believe  that  Alternative  C  can  be  made  to  be  the  preferred  alternative. 


taff  for  the  oppor 


In  closing,  we  would  like  to  thank  you  and  v 
to  comment  on  this  Plan  and  note  that  we  look  fori 
in  the  final  stages  of  the  development  of  the  final  plan  itself 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Boise  District  Office 
391+8  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  Idaho   837OS 


DRAFT: 

Jarbldge  hesource  Management  Plan 

and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 


The  BiiM  Is  to  be  admonished  for  falling  to  adequately  notify  the 
public  that  this  was  also  a  DEIS  for  proposed  wilderness  desig- 
nation of  three  WSAs.   Devious  action  such  as  this  further  wide- 
ns the  credibility  gap  between  the  Federal  government  and  the 
public  sector  citizens. 

The  management  prescription  for  terrestrial  wildlife  within  the 
It  MUAs  are  Incomplete  and  misleading.   MUA-1  Is  the  only  unit 
that  mentions  winter  habitat  and  It  does  not  discuss  habitat   for 
other  seasons  of  the  year.   How  many  wildlife  animals  will  use 
each  MUA  year  long?  How  many  in  the  winter?  How  can  you  allot 
forage  without  knowing  these  figures? 

from  allotment  figures  for  wildlife  In  this  RKP-DEIS  it  appears 
that  the  BLn  may  be  those  terrestrial  wlldllfes  worse  enemy. 
The  preferred  alternative  in  Table  2-5  allots  3,8?7  AMUs  (20  yrs) 
to  wildlife;  however  If  one  uses  the  correct  totals  from  Table 
B-k    (Alt.  I,)  the  allotment  would  be  3,680  AMUs.   Also  In  Table  B-I4 
(Alt.G)  the  20  year  total  for  livestock  should  be  270, U25  Anus 
not  271.U25;  the  total  for  bighorn  sheep  should  be  1+08  A.-.Us  not 
598;  and  the  total  for  elk  should  be  1+09  AnUs,  not  586.   These 
errors  In  audition  have  been  carried  to  or  from  other  tables  which 
have  a  tendency  to  make  all  tables  suspect. 


In  the  preferred  alternatl 
to  wildlife  (yr.20).   This 
Table  2-5  shows  mule  deer 
deer  would  need  1U.97U  AMU 
B-4) .   Bighorn  sheep  365  y 
(B-U)  which  had  a  100  Ar.U 
long,  3,160  winter,  need  2 
elk  220  year  long  and  300 
A..U3  (B-U)  aeain  Table  B-4 
These  Terrestrial  wildlife 
Blj.  has  only  alloted  them 


e,  Table  2-5,  3,877  AMUs  were  alloted 

13  less  than  16>  of  the  required  need. 
year  long  3,380,  winter  11,1^0.   These 
they  were  alloted  2,U26  AnUs  'Table 
ear  long,  neeo  676  AnUs,  alloted  598 
error  In  aauition.   Antelope  1,370  year 
,702  AnUs,  alloted  265  Ai.Us  (B-14), 
winter,  need  3,01+0  A..Us,  alloted  586 

has  a  total  that  cannot  be  verified. 

need  21,592  A..Us  of  forage  while  the 
3,877  (?)  AMUs. 


Under  alternative  C,  using  data  shown  in  Tables  B-k   and  F-l, 
(year  20),  the  forage  Is  over  allotted  In  nUAs  1,2,14,5,8,9,13,  and 
16.  nQA  12  is  also  over  allotted.   These  nine  areas  have  been 
over  allotted  by  a  total  of  3,578  AnUs,  could  this  be  the  reason 
some  of  the  ranges  are  In  such  poor  ecological  condition? 
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The  long  narrow  strip,  shown  as  Vhn  olass  1,  that  lies  In  T6i7S, 
R11M2E,  about  one  third  of  this  area  la  in  seeoing,  one  third 
n  Wyoming  big  Sage  in  poor  ecological  and  the  other  one  thlro 
as  not  inventoried  for  vegetation  or  ecoloelcal  classification, 


VIui  olass  1  land.   Why? 


ce  them  In 
ass  1  area, 


R11M2E 

1: 

was  not  inventoried  for  veg 

yet  the  BoM  sees  this  area  as 

Also,  the  area  shown  as  VRn  Class  1  In  the  southwest  quadrant  of 
nap  3-8.   Ihis  area  not  only  takes  In  the  canyons  of  bruneau  and 
Jarbldge  rivers  but  also  the  tablelands  ana  plateaus.   These 
tablelands  and  plateaus  are  sparsely  coverea  with  low-growing 
sagebrush  In  poor  ecological  condition,  which  would  plr-- 
VRK  Class  III.   Also  Included  in  this  so-called  Vhn  01 
by  the  BLn,  Is  a  burn  of  approximately  3.000  acres  In  T13S,  hfb, 
this  should  be  VhM  Class  IV.   The  seeding  on  and  around  Poison 
Butte,  of  about  2,500  acres  is  also  shown  as  a  VRn  Class  1  visual 
resource.   Why?   The  gross  mlsclasslf Ication  of  these  areas  shows 
a  lack  of  professionalism  on  the  part  of  the  Buf  staff,  as  well 
as  an  attempt  by  the  BLM  to  prejualce  two  of  the  areas  in  favor 
of  wilderness  designation. 

c.  nultlple  hesource  Benefits:  "The  benefits  to  other  multlpj.e 
resource  values  and  uses  which  only  wilderness  designation  of 
the  area  could  ensure.  "(p.J-2)  .  ^tllaerness  designation  of  the 
WSAs  is  nuTr^cessary  to  secure  long-term  multiple  resource  ben- 
efits to~5ther  resource  values."  (p.J-13).    I*  appears  that  the 
buf   ls-uVisure  of  its  stand  on  multiple  resources  other  than  wild- 
erness.  The  statement  on  page  J-13  Is  the  most  plausable  as  It 
Is  next  to  Impossible  to  manage  other  resources  under  wilderness 
designation. 


"The  area  must  be  capable  of 
serve  its  wilderness  chacter 
manage  Is  not  to  be  found  i*i 
peaeral  oand  Policy  and  Mana 
Wilderness  Management  Policy 
states,  "The  Secretary  shall 
ordlng  to  his  authority  unde 
in  a  maner  so  as  not  to  i™pa 
preservation  as  wllaerness." 
menace".  It  Is  the  -anaate 
cooperation  with  the  BuK,  th 
for  their  lntenaed  use.  To 
lanas. 


being  'effectively  managed1  to  pre- 
.."(p.J-3).   The  term  effectively 
the  Wllaerness  Act,  Pu  88-577,  the 
;ement  Act,  *u   91+-579;  or  in  the 
hanabook.   Section  603  of  Pu   91+-579 
continue  to  KaN«0c  such  lands  acc- 
_■  this  Act  and  other  applicable  laws 
ir  the  suitability  of  such  areas  for 
This  law  does  not  say  "effectively 
of  the  people  thru  congress  and  In 
at  the  bun   manage  all  public  lands 
do  otherwise  is  to  MISMANAGE  those 


King  Hill  Creek,  WSA  19-2.   of  the  imprints  of 
Hi.  II     I  page  J-3,  no  mention  was  made  of  at  least  five 
as  shown  on  Tap  J-2.   Why? 


an  identified  on 
an  — aue  reservoirs 


"There  is  no  feature  In  this  unit  equivalent  to  the  river  canyons 
of  the  other  units..."   "...good  to  excellent  topographic  and 
vegetative  screening  In  the  unit  ensure  that  the  WSA  as  a  whole 
ha3  outstanding  opportunities  for  soli tuae. "(p. J-b) .   This  area 
of  low  sagebrush  In  poor  ecological  condition  aoes  not  provide 


H3-1 


H2.S 


m» 


nil 
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The  situations  need  to  be  reevaluated  and  corrective  action  taken. 
Management  practices  In  these  areas  appear  to  be  lacking  leader- 
ship and/or  supervision. 

"Pewer  than  1,700  California  Bighorns  exist  in  the  United  States." 
(p. 6b).   A  Status  Report  on  California  Bighorn  Sheep  on  Hart  Mount- 
ain National  Antelope  Refuge,  Oregon,  1983  by  Ken  Voget  USFWS, 
estimates  that  close  to  1,100  of  these  sheep  are  now  present  in 
Oregon.   The  1,700  figure  for  the  U.S.A.  in  this  RMP  sounds  like 
a  1975  report,  when  Oregon  only  had  320  California  Bighorn.   The 
U.S.  total  in  196U  Is  closer  to  1+.000. 

"In  the  event  Congress  does  not  classify  the  areas  wilderness,  the 
area  within  bighorn  sheep  habitat  would  be  managea  as  an  ACEC  and 
the  remaining  area  would  be  manabed  for  primitive  and  semiprimltive, 
non-otorlzed  values. "(p. 2-18) .   The  BLM  is  telling  us  that  these 
areas  will  be  managed  as  either  wilderness  or  pseudowllderness 
areas,  no  matter  what. 

On  page  2-20  under  Alternatives  B,C  and  D  It  is  stated,  "The  in- 
crease In  additional  closed  areas  comes  from  wilderness  designation- 
Wilderness  and  ACEC  designations. . ■  wilderness  and  ACEC  designation. 
Note  that  the  statements  are  positive  of  wilderness  designation. 
Has  the  BLM  assumed  the  authority  to  designate  wilderness  areas? 

Alternatives  considered  but  not  developed  (p. 2-23).   Alternative 
Di  belongs  under  this  heading  as  the  BLM  knows  that  it  is  ex- 
tremely unlikely  that  selection  could  be  made  due  to  adverse  soc- 
ial and  economic  reasons  and  It  is  not  consistent  with  existing 
laws  and  regulations. 

Under  recreation,  pages  3-18  and  3-19,  the  term   "Recreation 
Opportunity  Spectrum  (R0S)  classes"  Is  used.   Were  these  six  class- 
es designed  for  this  RMP/DEIS  only?   They  were  not  used  In  the  uwy- 
hee  Canyonlands  Wilderness  DEIS  or  the  Jacks  Creek  Wilderness  DEIS, 
nor  have  definitions  been  given  In  this  RnP/DEIS.   Why? 

The  visual  resource  classification  nap  3-8  used  in  this  DEIS  is 
very  Inadequate.   First,  the  map  should  hava  bean  at  the  same 
scale  as  Map  3-2.   Second  the  classifications  should  have  been 
shown  by  bars,  cross-hatching  and  shading.   Third,  on  the  larger 
seal*  map  the  MUA  and  WSA  boundaries  could  and  should  have  been 
shown. 

I  also  challenge  three  of  the  VRn  Class  1  areas,  nap  3-8-   The 
area  that  Is  In  T3  and  US,  R10E,  This  area  Is  of  rolling  hills 
most  of  which  Is  low  sage  In  poor  ecological  conditions.   Also 
about  one-half  of  the  burn  In  sections  2,11,13  and  ll|  TI4.S,  R10E 
la  Included  in  this  Class  1  area.   Outside  of  the  King  Hill  and 
West  Fork  King  Hill  creek  canyons  most  of  this  area  is  probably 
VHM  Claas  3- 
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good  much  less  excellent  vegetative  screening.     ihe  degree  of 
topographic  anu  vegetative  screening  is  greater  in  the  north 
half°of  the  unit.  "  (p.  J-6)  .   Therefore  the  unit  as  a  ..hole  aoes 
not  have  execlient  vegetative  ana  topographic  screening  as  ciai-ed. 
The  burn  in  the  southern  portion  of  this  Wo*  also  aetracts  fro- 
Its  wilderness  quality.   This  WSA  does  not  have  good  to  excellent 
scenic  uuallty,  as  stateu  on  oottom  of  page  J-12.   This  WSA  is  not 
needed  to  provlae  diversity  In  the  NWPS  nor  woula  It  be  outstanding 
when  compared  to  other  units  In  or  proposed  for  the  NWPS. 

Bruneau  hlyer- Sheep  Creek,  WSA  111-17. 

"The  oength- of  the  canyons, ^F  plus  -lies  of  major  canyons  an 
plus  miles  of  trlbrtary  canyons,  decrease  the  probability  tha 
visitors  will  feel  confined  or  restricted  by  the  canyons.  (p.J-9). 
The  BuM  has  no  data  to  prove  this  statement.   The  lack  of  adequate 
Ingress  and  egress  routes  for  these  600  to  1,200  foot  deep  canyons 
Intensities  the  confined  and  restricted  feelings  for  canyon  visit- 
ors.   "The  meandering  canyons  are  typically  narrow,  deep,  and 
sheer-walled. "(f. J-6):   once  a  visitor  penetrates  the  canyon,  the 
fact  that  he  has  to  ko  for  miles  to  pet  out  -anas  those  narrow, 
deep,  and  sheer-walled  canyons  more  confining. 

"This  WSA  is  37  -lies  long  and  varies  between  |  -lie  and  10  -lies 
In  width."   The  Bl-  Is  proposing  a  ri-  to  rl-  wllaerness  area  37 
-lies  long  with  an  average  width  of  four-tenths  of  a  -lie  wide. 
This  long  extremely  narrow  unit  would  not  make  for  a  viable  wild- 
erness area. 

"...the  areas  are  generally  self-protecting  Decause  of  rugged 
topographic  relief,  rock  soil  conditions,  and  due  to  their  iso- 
lation fro-  -ajor  highways. " (p. J-15) .   Since  this  area  is  long 
and  narrow,  and  is  self-protecting  it  would  be  better  -anaged 
under  -ultlple  use  other  than  wilderness. 

Jarbldge  River,  WSA  17-11. 

Besides  the  two  private  lnholdlngs,  shown  gy  bar  graphs,  on  rap 
J-5,  ownership  symbols  also  indicate  that  the  SWJ  of  the  SW,  of 
section  33  T12S,  R7r.  Is  also  private. 

only  two  stock  reservoirs  were  Indicated  as  being  inside  of  this 
WSA,  yet  map  symbols  Indicate  at  least  five  reservoirs.   Near 
the  SW  corner  sec. 26,  T13S,  R7e;   in  the  SW£  sec.  32,  T13S,  R8E; 
In  the  SWi  sec.  11,  T11+S,  R7E;  In  the  SEj  sec.lU,  T11+S,  R7E;  and 
In  the  SEt  sec. 21+,  Tll+S,  R7E.   The  Poison  Butte  Storage  heservolr 
Is  also  shown  to  be  within  the  WSA. 

"Visitors  could  be  expected  to  eongregate  on  the  canyon  rims 

because  of  spectacular  vistas."  "visitors  to  this  region 

would  be  well  dispersed,  both  among  the  draws  and  along  the 
canyon~rlms."    Both  of  these  statements  are  from  the  same  para- 
graph on  page  J-8.   Which  of  these  state-ents  would  the  BLM 
have  us  believe,  that  visitors  will  congregate  or  be  dispersed 
along  the  canyon  rlms?7   Is  the  BLM  using  unqualified  pseudo- 
specialist  to  draft  their  reports? 
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As  in  WSA  111-17,  the  Bun  would  have  us  believe  that  visitors  in 
the  bottom  of  1,200  foot  deep  narrow  canyons,  defined  by  both 
sheer-walled  cliffs  and  steep  talus  slopes  would  feel  less  con- 
fined or  restricted  because  that  canyon  is  U5  plus  miles  long. 
Who  are  they  trying  to  snow? 


"Good  access  roads  and  th 
lanU3  ensure  that  the  dr 
ectacular  scenery  of  the 
a  sense  of  solitude  is  w 
all  a*"ericans.  "(p.  J-ll)  . 
hKP  contains  recoiv^endat 
existing  roads. "(p. J- 17) 
roads  to  recreational  vl 


9U-579,  but  they  would  h 
elderly  and  non-athletic 
called  flat  tablelands  b 
hiver  V3A  and  the  Jarbi 
fro™  one  to  seven  "'lies 
for  «*ost  Americans. 


e  ease  of  mobility  across  the  flat  table- 

a^atlc  experience  of  encountering  the  sp- 

canyons  in  a  wilderness  setting  and  with 

ithin  the  physical  capabilities  of  nearly 

"j^ach  al ternat  ive  presented  in  this 
ions  for  prohibiting  recreational  use  of 

Not  only  ooes  the  Bl,M  plan  to  close 
sitors,  which  is  contrary  to  public  law 
ave  us  believe  that  Americas  handicapped. 

citizens  will  traverse  with  ease,  the  so- 
etween  the  west  boundary  of  the  Jarbidge 
e  River  canyon  which  is  a  distance  of 
This  hike  over  and  back  Is  no  easy  task 


"in  addition  to  being  a  sensitive  species,  California  oighorn 
sheep  ano  bobcat  are  wilulands  or  wilderness  dependent  species 
because  of  their  extreme  intolerance  to  the  presencr  of  ">an.  "(p-  J-12) , 
The  b^:f  has  not  defined  in  this  htn/bnlS,    what  constitutes  a  wllo 
land  or  how  many  of  the  1U  or  -ore  of  the  ga«e  anl^-ils  or  the  330 
non-ga**e  wildlife  exist  in  a  non-wildlands  or  wilderness  environ- 
ment.  Of  the  "-any  locations  where  thn  1,100  Gallfornie  bighorn 
sheep  in  Oregon  are  found,  only  those  in  the  Strawberry  Kountain 
wilderness  area,  are  not  doing  well.   A  quote  from  a  lr)d3  Status 
heport  by  Ken  Vocet  of  the  17SFWS,  "In  1^71,  21  sheep  were  released 
in  the  otrawberry  Mountains,  but  this  is  one  place  where  they  don't 
appear  to  be  doing  well."   Wilderness  areas  ard  not  needed  for  the 
California  bighorn  sheep,  bobcat,  or  any  other  wildlife  to  sur- 
vive.  Wildlife  do  need  adequate  habitat.   Nor  has  the  bj_.r»  Ident- 
ified what  constitutes  their  so-called  "extreme  intolerance  to 
the  presence  of  man."   Is  this  a  scare  tactic  phrase? 

"The  Bruneau  and  Jarbidre  hiver  canyons  have  been  identified  as 
potential  habitat  for  the  endanpereu  bald  eagle. "(p. J-12) .   Id- 
entified by  who™,  —an  or  the  bald  eagle?   Since  the  bald  eagles 
use  the  habitat  of  the  Snake  river  along  the  eastern  boundary  of 
this  resource  area,   why  uo  they  not  use  the  "potential"  habitat 
of  the  Bruneau  and  Jarbidge  rivers  along  the  west  ano  southwest 
borders  of  the  sa™e  resource  area?   Is  the  BiiM  going  to  force 
the  bald  eagle  to  use  this  "potential  habitat^"   Unoer  any  given 
condition  what  Is  potential  habitat? 
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It  Is  Impossible  to  endorse  this  Draft  RMP/EIS,  when  the  BLM: 
1. Proposes  closing  or  eliminating  roads  that  will  exclude  the 
use  of  public  lands  by  the  handicapped,  elderly,  and  non- 
atheletlc. 

2.  Has  over  allotted  the  forage  In  nine  of  sixteen  Multiple 
Use  Areas  at  the  expense  of  wildlife. 

3.  Proposes  multiple  special  designation  for  the  same  areas, 
which  create  management  problems. 

q..  Has  shown  lack  of  professionalism  In  the  drafting  of  Tables 
Maps  und  hesource  classifications. 

5.  Was  lax  in  providing  information  In  the  proper  maner  that 
this  DhlS  concerns  Wilderness  8fopo3*ls. 

6.  Proposes  area  truly  lacking  In  outstanding  qualities  for 
preservation  in  the  National  Wilderness  System,  that  would 
b-st  be  managed  under  other  multiple  use  management  plans. 


Frank  Vaughn 
936  N.  7  th 
Liakeview,  Or. 
07630 
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"boundary  adjustments  have  1)  been  «ade  to  eliminate  major  cherry 

stem  roads."  (p.J-17).  "Those  roads  and  all  ways  custo~arily 

used  for  motorized  access  would  be  closed  to  recreational  use." 
(p.J-19).   closing  roads  and  cherry  stem  roads  are  contrary  to 
Public  L,aw  9U-579,  and  discriminates  against  H-erlcas  handicapped, 
elderly  and  non-athletic. 

"without  wilderness  designation,  206,833  acres  of  canyonlanas 
ana  plateaus  of  the  bruneau/Jarbidge  and  the  hills  and  ridges  of 
iting  Hill  Creek  would  be  unprotected,  "(p.  J-19) .    If  these  206,833 
acres  would  be  unprotected  without  wilderness  designation,  why  Is 
the  BU"  proposing  only  91^,199  acres  for  wilaerness  designation? 
Does  the  bijn  not  care  that  there  will  be  lllj, 63I4  acres  unprotectea? 
Is  the  bun  trying  to  tell  us  that  without  wilderness  designation 
they  do  not  have  enough  laws,  rules  and  regulations  or  expertise 
to  protect  our  public  lands? 

"Without  wilderness  deslRnation,  proposed  utility  corridors  could 
be  authorized  at  some  future  date.  "(p.  J-19) .   When  Is  the  6Y.M  go- 
ing to  stop  trying  to  mislead  the  public  with  this  statement? 
Section  U  of  the  Wilaerness  Act,  PL  68-577,  states;.  "(  U(d)  (1+)  ( 1). 
"The  President  "ay  within  a.  specific  area  and  In  accordance  with 
such  regulations  as  he  -My  dee-  deslreable,  authorize  prospectln/7 
for  water  resources,  the  establishment  and  maintenance  of*  reser- 
voirs, water-conservation  works,  power  projects,  transmission  lines 
and  other  facilities  needed  In  the  public  Interest,  including  road 
construction  and  maintenance  essential  to  develop-ent  and  use  there- 
of."  mllaerness  designation  does  not  gurantee  that  the  area  is 
lm-une  from  construction  projects,  and  this  Is  a  presidential  dec- 
ision not  congress. 


"bruneau  Ja 
sold  world 

(p. 3-25). 

very  -isiea 
BjuM  as  they 
The  price  o 
„10.0o  to 
hobby  for  o 
any  pound 
ihe  BuX  has 
comes  from 
of  the  »600 


sper  was  dlscoverea  here  In  1956.  Ihe  ma 

wide  with  prices  varying  from  „2.00  to  *800. 
The  statement  concerning  the  price  of  this  - 
din"  to  the  public,  and  Is  a  bad  Judgement  c 

have  not  explained  the  extreme  high  price  o 
f  top  quality,  uncut  Bruneau  jasper,  today  1 
15.00/lb.  range.   I  have  been  active  in  the 
ver  25  years  and  it  is  most  difficult  for  m9 
In  one  piece  in  a  finished  state  selling  for 

Implied  that  this  Is  the  price  of  the  mater 
the  mine.  I  request  that  the  BuM  furnish  th 
.00  sales. 
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December  26,  1984 

Mr.  Gary  Carson,  Jarbridqe  Area  Manager 
Boise  District  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Manaoement 
3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  Idaho  83705 
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RE:  Comment  on  the  draft  Resource  "ananement  Plan/Environmental  Impact  State- 
ment for  the  Jarbridge  Resource  Area  (Reference  1616.7  JRMP) 

Dear  Mr.  Carson: 

I  greatly  appreciate  this  opportunity  for  public  comment  on  the  draft 
Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Jarbridge  Re- 
source Area.  Your  team  has  clearly  invested  a  great  deal  of  effort  in  devel- 
oping this  draft  document  and  has  done  a  good  job  in  analyzing  an  extremely 
diverse  topography  and  resource  base.  There  are  a  number  of  general  and  speci- 
fic comments  I  have  which  should  contribute  to  the  duality  of  the  final  document. 
Snake  River  Aquatic  Ecosystem 

ihe  descriDtion  of  the  aquatic  habitat  (3-16)  is  good,  and  1t  is  oratlfying 
to  see  accurate  descriDtions  of  the  Bliss  Rapids  Snail  and  Snake  River  Physa 
Snail.  It  should  be  noted  that  both  of  these  SDecies  are  in  Category  I,  indicat- 
inq  that  sufficient  biological  information  has  been  collected  to  warrent  listinn. 
The  Bliss  Rapids  Snail  is  a  monotypic  species  in  an  undescribed  Hydrobiid  genus 
and  is  a  significant  example  of  radiation  among  a  fauna  now  larnely  extinct. 
Also  present  in  this  area  of  the  Snake  River  is  Fontelicella  idahoensis.  a  SDecies 
which  has  always  been  associated  with  the  Snake  River  and  whose  former  ranae 
in  the  Middle  Snake  River  has  now  shrunk  to  the  free-flowing  reach  between 
Bancroft  Sorlngs  and  C.J.  Strike  Reservoir.  Fontelicella  idahoensis  is  an 
endemic  species  which  would  be  impacted  by  ma  ins  tern  Snake  River  water  projects 
were  they  to  be  constructed  within  its  distribution.  The  status  review  for 
this  species  recommended  listing  the  species  as  Endanoered,  although  no  action 
has  been  taken.  Another  sensitive  Invertebrate  is  the  Utah  Valyata  Snail ,  Val- 
yata utahensis.  An  isolated  population  of  this  species  exists  In  the  Thousand 
Springs  area  of  the  Snake  River.  The  Giant  Columbia  River  Llmoet,  Fisherola 
nuttalli .  has  been  found  in  the  Snake  River  1n  Idaho  in  only  two  areas,  and 
represents  a  significant  population  isolated  by  hundreds  of  miles  from  other 
surviving  populations  1n  the  Columbia  River  drainage.  Characteristically  1t 
is  found  on  boulders  1n  rapids,  often  occurring  with  the  BUss  Raolds  Snail 
and  Snake  River  Physa  Snail  (see  Final  E.I.S.  for  the  A.J.  Wiley  Project,  FERC 
Project  No.  2845  and  status  reviews  by  Dr.  D.H.  Taylor).  The  Invertebrate 
community  1n  the  Wiley  Reach  (from  Lower  Salmon  Falls  Dam  to  the  BUss  Impound- 
ment) 1s  a  remarkable  surviving  example  of  the  natural  community  assemblage  that 
was  once  characteristic  of  the  upoer  Middle  Snake  River,  and  this  unloue  remnant 
of  fast-water  riverine  ecology  should  be  recognized  1n  the  aquatic  habitat  seo- 
ment  of  the  Final  document. 
National  Natural  Landmark  Candidates  within  the  Resource  Area 

The  Final  document  should  clearly  discuss  the  A.J,  Wiley  Reach  of  the  Snake 
River  as  a  candidate  National  Natural  LanAiark.  The  el1q1b111ty  study  has  received 
anonymous  peer  review,  and  the  Natural  Lan*ark  Brief  reads  in  r>»rt  as  follows: 
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Description 

"The  A.J.  Wiley  Reach,  a  12.9  km  (8  mile)  free-flowing  seament  of  the 
Snake  River  between  Lower  Salmon  Oam  and  the  Bliss  Dam  impoundment,  forms  the 
boundary  between  Gooding  (north  bank)  and  Twin  Falls  (south  hank)  Counties  near 
the  town  of  Bliss  in  south-central  Idaho.  The  Wiley  Reach  has  been  desinnated 
the  sixth  ranked  site  in  Idaho  under  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's  'Unique 
Wildlife  Ecosystems  Program,'  and  is  described  in  the  inventory  of  Imoortant  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Habitats  in  Idaho  (U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  1980).  This  site 
is  the  best  remaining  of  the  Snake  River  Plain  as  a  natural  habitat  in  the  interior 
extension  of  the  Columbia  River  faunal  area  of  influence  in  the  Snake  River  system, 
as  well  as  being  the  best  example  of  the  river  in  the  Snake  °iver  Plain  anuifer 
(Thousand  Springs)  region.   It  has  significant  elements  of  rarity,  endemism,  and 
endanqered  situations,  including  plant,  fish,  and  molluscan  species.   It  contains 
the  best  fast-water  habitats  in  the  Snake  River  Plain  with  a  remarkable  inverte- 
brate fauna,  including  a  unioue  assemblaoe  of  molluscs.  The  molluscan  fauna 
relfects  the  geologic  history  of  the  Snake  River  and  southern  Idaho,  and  includes 
relict  species  from  Pliocene  and  Pleistocene  lakes,  "bin  river"  soecies  restricted 
to  the  Snake  River  that  entered  the  river  system  at  different  times,  and  widesDread. 
elements.  There  is  an  undescribed  monotypic  qenus  (Hydrobiidae)  and  another  un- 
described  species  (Physidae)  restricted  to  fast-water  habitats  occurrino  as  endem- 
ics at  this  site.  Similarly,  the  other  invertebrate  fauna  is  accurately  reoresent- 
ative  of  the  native  Snake  River  ecology,  and  the  lenoth  of  the  reach  and  diversitv 
of  habitats  allow  the  native  community  interrelationships  to  persist.  The  anuatic 
ecosystem  has  national  significance.  The  Wiley  Reach  also  demonstrates  the  relation- 
ship between  the  Thousand  Snrings  microhabi tats  and  the  Snake  River. 

"In  addition  to  the  best  remnant  fast-water  Kioitats  in  the  Snake  River 
Plain,  the  reach  has  outstanding  groves  of  hackberrv  (Cel tis  reticulata)  and  other 
specialized  riparian  formations  (such  as  water  bir:h,  Detula  occidental  is,  associ- 
ations). The  hackberry  stands  are   comppsed  of  individuals  larger  than  soecies 
descriptions  predict  and  are  probably  the  most  extensive  stands  in  the  state.  The 
deciduous  riparian  woodland  formations,  with  several  other  rioarian  communities 
or  zones,  are  significant  at  this  site  and  are   comprised  principally  of  native 
species.   Riparian  woodland  represents  less  than  0.1  of  Idaho's  habitats,  and 
deciduous  riparian  woodland  much  less  than  that;  none  of  this  habitat  tyne  is 
protected  in  the  state.  Another  specialized  micrc-habi tat  well  displayed  on  the 
Wiley  Reach  are  gravel  terraces  and  alluvial  detritus  sites  to  which  certain 
species  are  restricted.  Astragalus  purshii  var.  ophiogenes,  a  species  on  a  federal 
endangered  "watch  list",  occurs  at  more  than  a  dozen  of  these  localities  alonq 
the  reach  with  well  established  populations.  This  species  is  otherwise  known 
from  less  than  two  dozen  localities,  many  of  which  are  threatened " 

National  Rivers  Inventory 

The  National  Park  Service  included  the  A.J.  Wile"  leach  in  the  National 

Rivers  Inventory,  authorized  by  Section  5(d)  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

Act.  The  site  is  described  in  that  study  as  follows: 

"Outstandingly  Remarkable  Values:  Recreation,  r-eolcic,  Wildlife,  Historic,  other 
Narrative  Description  of  Values:  Mid-section  of  a  1.000+  mile  river;  highest 
volume  in  the  northwest  after  Columbia  River.  Contains  three  USFUS  candidate 
threatened  and  endangered  aouatic  SDecies:  Snake  Piver  Physa  Snail ,  Bliss  Papids 
Snail,  and  Shoshone  Sculoin.  Critical  habitat  and  tyne  locality  for  both  snails. 
Riparian  zone  contains  several  threatened  olant  species.  Outstandinn  waterfowl 
habitat;  identified  in  USFWS  Unique  Ecosystems  Study.  °egionally  significant 
"big  river"  fishing  and  Whitewater  boating  opoortuni ties. " 

I  urge  the  BLM  to  request  a  Congressional  study  'or  Wild  and  Scenic  River  ouali- 
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ratepayers,  and  will  inevitably  have  large  ecological  conseouences .  Opportunity 
for  other  non-commodity  public  uses  will  be  lost  at  these  sites,  and  it  would 
entail  dewatering  needed  minimum  streamflow  levels  in  the  Snake  River  throuah 
pumping.  There  is  no  way  that  this  is  in  the  public  interest  and  one  only  has 
to  look  at  boondoggles  like  Bell  Rapids  to  see  the  fate  that  awaits.  The  last 
thing  southern  Idaho  farmers  need  is  more  of  this  kind  of  larqescale  development. 
Other  transferrals  of  title  to  the  private  sector  should  be  very  carefully  reviewed. 
It  is  good  and  can  be  a  positive  consolidating  move  to  elminate  some  isolated 
tracts  from  public  management,  but  the  public  is  absolutely  justified  in  being 
suspicious  and  cynical  after  the  surplus  lands  swindle  that  was  attempted  in  the 
early  years  of  the  Reagan  Administration's  first  term.  There  should  be  public 
review  ooportunity  for  all  of  the  transferrals. 
Wi lderness 

I  urge  the  Bureau  to  reconsider  its  proposed  decision  to  recommend  only 
67,810  acres  (32.2%)  of  the  Bruneau-Jarbridge-Sheeo  Creek  annregate  for  wilderness 
designation.   Insubstantial  reason  is  orovided  for  this  decision,  and  it  shows  a 
lack  of  ecological  vision  and  understanding  of  the  cohesiveness  and  biolooical 
linkage  of  this  wilderness  ouality  habitat.  By  excisino  114,550  acres  of  plateau 
land  on  the  east  side  of  the  Jarbridne  River,  Sheep  Creek  and  the  Bruneau  River, 
the  National  Wilderness  Preservation  System  will  lose  ooportunity  for  enriching 
its  ecological  diversity  representation  by  excludinn  salt  desert  shrub  habitat. 
Alternative  D  comes  closest  to  a  more  natural,  ecologically  defined  wilderness 
boundary  system,  but  I  support  the  most  logical  boundary  definition,  which  is 
the  enlarged  boundary  wilderness  presented  in  the  Committee  for  Idaho's  Hiah 
Desert's  Alternative.  This  340,000  acre  conceot  encompasses  all  of  the  de  facto 
wilderness  lands  that  can  be  manaoed  in  the  RA*  The  issue  of  management  difficultv 
is  vastly  overplayed  and  is  not  adequate  reason  to  shave  wilderness  acreanes.  In 
most  cases  these  sites  have  not  received  much  management  to  begin  with  and  have 
certainly  not  been  "managed"  for  wilderness  character  retention.  The  public  would 
be  better  off  in  the  balance  of  interests  were  these  sites  to  be  designated  wilder- 
ness and  the  management  through  benign  neglect  course  allowed  to  continue. 
Management  of  the  Snake  River  Riparian  Cprridor 

Little  management  direction  is  clearly  defined  for  the  Snake  River  rinarian 
corridor,  despite  its  significance.  The  Lower  Salmon  Falls  Dan  tailwater  to 
Bliss  Impoundment  and  Bliss  Dam  tailwaters  to  around  Clover  Creek  should  be 
indicated  as  Excellent  aquatic  habitat  on  Map  3-7.  As  is  recognized  in  Map  2-4, 
all  of  the  BLM  owned  Snake  River  riparian  habitat  is  in  poor,  burned  or  seeded 
ecological  condition.   Ironically,  much  of  the  nrivately  owned  land  alonn  the  river, 
particularly  on  the  north  bank  of  the  I'iley  Reach,  is  in  good  condition  and  has 
a  suDerior  riparian  formation  of  deciduous  riparian  woodland.  Althounh  exposures 
are  different,  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  south  bank  could  be  greatly  enhanced 
were  grazing  AUM  allocations  for  livestock  reduced  or  were  portions  fenced. 
In  Appendix  Table  B-la,  there  should  be  another  category  added  and  the  BLM  should 
recognize  that  the  Wiley  Reach  is  a  candidate  National  Natural  Landmark  which  has 
been  studied,  reviewed,  and  found  to  qualify.  Similarly,  the  Wiley  Reach  should 
be  added  to  your  Wild  and  Scenic  River  listino  as  8H  miles  of  mainstem  Snake  River. 
Alternative  D,  at  least,  should  endorse  designation  for  the  site  in  these  two 
categories.  The  Final  E.I.S.  should  also  discuss  Dike  II,  a  cogeneration  proposal, 
which  would  dam  the  Snake  River  above  Kinn  Hill  and  which  would  flood  a  small 
amount  of  BLM  land.   In  that  context,  there  are  additional  stumeon  studies 
which  should  be  cited,  as  Fish  and  Game  has  published  population  studies  for 
♦But  that  figure  does  not  include  the  King  Hill  HSA  19-2,  for  which  I  strongly 
support  wilderness  designation.  The  BLM  analysis  and  descriptions  clearly  show 
that  this  29,309  acre  WSA  oualifies.   I  urge  the  BLM  to  recommend  desiqnation 
for  all  of  this  WSA  or  in  lieu  of  designation  as  wilderness,  make  it  an  ACEC  and 
manage  it  for  wilderness  character  retention. 
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fication  as  a  Scenic  or  Recreational  River  segment.  The  BLM  should  include  the 
Wiley  Reach  in  its  Potential  National  Rivers  discussion  on  page  90,  and  this 
reach  should  be  "treated  as  though  it  were  a  component  of  the  National  Wild  and 
Scenic  River  system"  until    Congress  acts  (analagous  to  the  BLM's  treatment 
of  the  Bruneau  and  Jarbridge  Rivers).  The  discussions  of  recreation  are  inadequate 
in  dealing  with  rafting  or  Whitewater  boating/inner  tubinn  opportunities.  The 
SC0RP  projections  foresee  qreat  increases  in  need  for  such  activities  in  the 
future  as  the  population  base  grows,  and  this  document  should  recoanize  the 
Wiley  Reach  as  an  excellent  site  for  this  activity*  (see  the  l/iley  F.E.I.S.). 

I  strongly  support  Wild  and  Scenic  River  study,  designation  and  mananement 
for  Sheep  Creek,  Jarbridge  and  Bruneau  Rivers.   It  is  extraordinary  to  have 
the  opportunity  protect  an  entact  draingage  121  miles  in  length  which  is  as 
spectacular  as  these  desert  watercourses. 
Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 

The  BLM  is  to  be  stronqly  commended  for  its  proposed  designation  of  the 
Hagerman  Paleontologic,  the  Sand  Point  Paleontologic,  Geologic  and  Cultural, 
and  the  Bruneau/Jarbridge  Piver  (ACEC)  for  Bighorn  Sheeo  Habitat  and  Cultural 
Resources  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern.*  I  urge  the  BLM  to  stand 
firm  in  its  protection  of  The  Hagerman  and  to  take  whatever  action  is  needed 
to  curtail  the  irrigation  induced  problems  that  are  currently  deoradina  the 
site.  This  is  one  of  the  reference  sites  for  internretinn  Pliocene  faunas 
and  is  of  international  importance.  As  you  mention  (o.  63),  this  site  is 
a  designated  National  Natural  Landmark,  and  I  urge  the  BLM  to  desiqnate  it  as 
a  Research  Natural  Area  in  addition  to  accordino  ACEC  management .   1  disagree 
with  allowing  any  0RV  use  of  the  site  because  enforcement  of  the  DRV  use  on 
non-designated  trails  is  not  going  to  happen,  and  this  orouo  has  ample  other 
areas  of  little  or  no  significance  in  which  to  "recreate."  This  is  a  consumptive 
use  which  has  no  place  near  and  is  not  compativle  with  stewardinn  an  internationally 
significant  resource.   In  the  Final  E.I.S. ,  please  include  the  comolete  citations 
of  references  listed  in  the  two  Paleontolooic  ACECs  in  your  Literature  Cited 
section.   In  your  assignment  of  ACEC  status  to  Bighorn  Sheep  habitat,  I  urge 
the  inclusion  of  all  currently  used  and  potential  bighorn  sheep  habitat,  this 
would  include  Sheep  Creek,  the  east  fork  of  the  Jarbridge  River  and  suitable 
habitat  in  Salmon  Falls  Creek.  The  protection  of  Bighorn  Sheep  habitat  in 
the  east  fork  of  the  Jarbridge  should  be  coordinated  with  the  Nevada  BLM  and 
the  Forest  Service  to  make  the  protection  cohesive  and  complete. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  there  is  a  possibility  of  re-introducing 
elk  into  the  Jarbridge  Mountains,  which  could  cause  elk  use  of  winter  habitat 
in  the  RA.   I  wholeheartedly  supDort  this  proposition,  and  commend  the  BLM  on 
its  willingness  to  allocate  winter  forage  AUMs  to  elk  if  the  plantino  is  accomplished. 
Economics 

The  draft  document  is  deficient  in  not  presenting  an  analysis  of  the  economic 
value  of  hunting  and  non-consumptive  outdoor  recreation  so  that  the  reviewing  pub- 
lic can  comDare  this  with  the  alleged  economic  benefits  of  livestock  grazinn.  Ac- 
cording to  the  data  presented,  grazing  accrues  only  about  0.26%  of  the  total  personal 
income  of  the  three  county  area  in  the  RA.  What  would  the  value  of  huntinn,  out- 
door tourism  and  other  non-consumptive  uses  be  at  the  maximum  level  the  RA  could 
sustain?  To  truly  represent  the  public  interest  non-commodity  oroducinp  values 
and  uses  should  be  maximized. 
Land  Transfers 

I  am  strongly  opposed  to  the  opening  pf  74,561  acres  of  Dublic  land  in  the 
RA  to  desert  entry  for  irriaated  anricultural  develooment.  This  will  only  serve 
to  exacerbate  the  plight  pf  small  farmers  in  southern  Idaho,  shift  an  enormous 
economic  burden  in  electrical  subsidy  ($24. 2  million/year)  to  other  electric 
*I  also  supoort  the  ACEC  proposal  for  Salmon  Falls  Creek  Canvon,  which  Alt.  D 
would  endorse. 
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the  Snake  River  from  Shoshone  Falls  to  Hells  Canvon.  Alternative  D  should  in- 
clude a  management  plan  or  directive  for  Whitewater  boating  use  of  the  Wiley 
Reach  (just  as  is  done  for  the  Jarbridge/Bruneau) ,  and  extending  a  SRMA  for 
that  purpose. 

Grazing 

Alternative  D  would  Hprrease  grazing  by  26%  initially,  althpugh  additional 
AUMs  would  be  allocated  by  the  end  of  the  tw3ntv  years.  This  is  the  only  Altern- 
ative which  even  comes  close  to  attempting  a  parity  of  consideration  amonn  the 
multiole  uses,  although  wildlife  comes  in  at  3.35%  of  the  allocated  AUMs  (the  other 
96%  going  to  livestock).  The  economics  of  hunting,  fishing,  boating  and  so  forth 
are  not  discussed,  with  only  losses  in  aoriculture  being  cited.  Similarly, 
Alternative  D,  -  no  arazing  -  does  not  evaluate  jobs  created  or  money  nenerated 
by  the  community  through  non-consumptive  uses  over  time  as  the  ecosystem  recovers 
and  wildlife  populations  increase.  What  is  not  discussed  in  any  of  the  Alternatives 
is  the  fact  that  even  with  the  incredible  federal  subsidy  or  welfare  that  public 
grazing  provides,  grazing  the  oublic  domain  is  becominn  less  and  less  competitive 
with  non-subsidized  farmers  who  produce  97%  of  the  livestock  in  the  United  States. 
The  whole  premise  of  continuing  to  pump  up  a  dyino  industry  mav  well  be  unfounded, 
and  yet  another  Alternative  should  be  designed  beoinning  with  D  and  recouping  AUMs 
if  good  economic  benefit  cannot  be  demonstrated,  perhaps  ending  with  D, . 
It  should  be  remembered  that  special  interest  livestock  grazing  is  only  one  form 
of  multiple  use  and  that  tf  the  law  is  read  closely  there  is  little  leqal  basis 
for  the  allocation  of  anythino  over  50^  of  the  forane  base  to  it.  The  BLM  should 
read  Coggins'  analyses  of  true  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield,  which  means 
perpetual,  high  level  annual  resource  outputs  of  all  renewable  resources.  One 
of  the  central  goals  of  the  FLPMA  is  to  "meet  present  and  future  needs  of  the 
American  people"  through  its  management  strategies.  FLPMA  does  not  refer  to 
"such  specific  goals  as  supporting  local  economies,  developing  regional  industries 
or  commerce,  producing  energy,  subsidizing  the  livestock  industry,  or  providing 
facilities  for  nature'lovers"  (Cognins,  Study  IV,  1983,  p.  51).  The  fact  that 
the  wildlife  oriented  Alternative  allocates  96%  of  the  resource  base  to  livestock 
clearly  shows  the  historic  bias  toward  this  special  interest.  Many  of  the  BLM's 
management  costs  and  "range  improvement"  costs  would  not  be  necessary  were  nrazinn 
niven  an  equal  rather  than  overwhelminnly  dominant  status  of  consideration.  I 
urge  the  BLM  to  read  Cogains  and  the  Fergusons  and  beoin  to  realistically  face 
what  is  happening  in  the  law  and  in  the  'lest  today.  Sheen  are  already  laroely 
disappearing  from  the  public  range,  and  cattle  may  well  follow.  Even  with  the 
subsidy  it  is  very   difficult  to  compete  with  high  ouality,  efficiently  run  private 
sector  operations.  The  BLM  should  take  the  AUMs  as  they  are  nradually  released 
and  use  them  for  non-conumpti ve  purposes.  There  is  no  law  stating  that  100%  of 
every  resource  has  to  be  milked,  and  in  terms  of  ecosystem  recovery  and  natural 
succession,  even  if  wildlife  won't  be  able  to  obviously  crop  every  AUM  it  would 
be  a  boon  to  habitat  to  see  less  of  it  grazed. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration.  I  am  attachino  a  model  RMPA  alternative 
set  I  constructed  for  the  Shoshone  District  which  I  ask  be  included  in  the  EIS  record. 
Sincerely, 

O  —  n     , 

Peter  Bowler 

Star  Route 

Bliss,  Idaho  83314 
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References  I  urge  the  BLM  staff  to  read  and  cite  in  the  Final  E.I. 5.  include: 
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Coggins,  G.C.  and  H.  Lindeberg-Johnson.  1982.  The  Law  of  Public  Ranneland  "anane- 
ment  II:  The  Commons  and  the  Taylor  Act.  Environmental  Law  IJ:   I-IUI. 
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Creeping  Regulation  at  the  Periphery,  1934-1982.  Env,ornmental  Law  13:  295-365. 

Coggins,  G.C.  1983.  The  Law  of  Public  Rangeland  Management  IV:   FLPMA,  PRIA,  and 
the  Multiple  Use  Mandate.  Environmental  Law  14:  1-132. 

Coggins,  G.C.  1984.  The  Law  of  Public  Rangeland  Management  V:   Prescriptions  for 
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Ferouson,  D.  and  N.  Ferguson.  1983.  Sacred  Cows  at  the  Public  Trough.  Maverick 
Publications,  Bend,  Oregon. 
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Typically,  the  BLM  has  centered  Wilderness  recommendations  on  the 
river  canyons  and  has  written  off  the  unique  and  ecologically  significant 
plateaus  or  "islands"  between  the  various  branches  of  the  Bruneau,  Jarbidge, 
and  Sheep  Creek  drainages. 

The  EIS  does  not  adequately  discuss  the  impacts  of  the  RMP  on 
terrestrial  vegetation,  specifically  sensitive,  rare,  threatened,  and 
endangered  plant  species  of  the  plateaus.   Cronquist  (et  al,  Intermountain 


Flora)  describes  the  Jarbidge  complex  as  a  corridor  from  the  Northern  Rocky 
Mountain  ecological  province  that  thrusts  deeply  into  the  Basin  and  Range 
province.   The  high  desert  ecosystem  is  widely  regarded  by  others  as 
perhaps  the  youngest  ecosystem  on  the  continent;  one  that  is  rapidly  evolving 
in  unique  directions,  and  one  that  is  very  fragile  due  to  its  harsh  physical 
environment  and  relatively  unfilled  species  hierarchies. 

How  will  the  BLM  identify  rare  terrestrial  plants?  Does  the  BLM 
routinely  employ  competent  rare  plant  specialists?  Does  the  BLM  have  a 
realistic  grasp  of  the  presence  and  locations  of  rare  plant  communities 
on  the  1,690,473  acres  of  public  land  in  this  Resource  Area?  CIHD  urges 
the  BLM  to  outline  specific  plans  in  the  Final  RMP/EIS  for  a  thorough 
scientific  search  for  rare  plants  on  the  plateaus  that  will  be  impacted 
by  the  grazing  increases  recommended  in  the  proposal,  or  justify  why  such 
a  search  should  not  be  required. 
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CIHD  applauds  the  BLM  decision  to  establish  an  Area  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern  for  bighorn  sheep  habitat.   CIHD  requests  that  all 
bighorn  habitat  be  monitored,  to  wit:  all  plateaus  within  a  mile  of  the 
canyon  rims,  including  the  East  Fork  of  the  Jarbidge. 

CIHD  urges  that  Salmon  Falls  Creek  be  included  in  an  ACEC  to 
protect  existing  bighorn  habitat  in  that  area.   CIHD  strongly  endorses 
the  proposal  to  investigate  with  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  the  possibility  of 
re-introducing  bighorns  into  Salmon  Falls  Creek.   The  Final  RMP/EIS 
should  include  a  timetable  for  implementing  this  investigation  at  Salmon 
Falls  Creek. 
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We   are   skeptical   of    the   BLM   plan   to   transfer   91,446   acres 
public   domain   in   the   Jarbidge   RA    to   private   ownership.      While   we 
that   some   exchanges   and   sales   may  be    beneficial,   we   are   not  convi 
the   BLM  should   allow   74,561   acres   of  agricultural   entry.      The   eco 
impacts  will   be   substantial.      These   new  croplands  will   compete   wi 
farms   and  will   crowd    livestock   grazers   onto   smaller   ranges,    thus 
wildlife    impacts.      Water  resources--already   hotly   contested—will 
further    in   southwest   Idaho,    as   most   of   the    irrigation  water  will 
out  of   the   Snake   River.      Non-irrigation  electric   rate    payers  will   be 
required    to   subsidize    these    new   pumping  costs    to   the    tune   of   $24. 2  million 
per   year    (page   4-54). 

The  EIS  snould  indicate  the  size  of  desert  entries  in  the  recent 
past  in  comparable  situations  in  Idaho.  It  should  indicate  whether  these 
entries  were  by  individuals  or  corporations.  It  should  establish  a  trend 
in  size.      It   should    indicate   whether    these   projects  were   developed    primarily 
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January  3,  1985 

Mr.  Gary  Carson,  Manager 
Jarbidge  Resource  /Tea 
Boise  District  IW. 

3y48  Development   ve . 
Boise,  Idaho  83705 

Dear  Gary, 

The  Committee  For  Idaho's  High  Desert,  representing  its  several  hundred 
members  statewide,  appreciates  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Jarbidge 
RMP/EIS  Draft.   'lease  include  this  testimony  in  the  hearing  record. 

CIHD's  concerns  include  but  are  not  necessarily  limited  to  the 
following  matters,  many  of  which  have  been  addressed  by  CIHD  in  its  earlier 
participation  in  the  Jarbidge  RMP/EIS  process  and  other  grazing  and  Wilderness 
Environmental  Intact  Statements. 

TECHNICAL  COMMENT  ON  DOCUMENT: 

The  RMP/i'IS  layout  is  rational  and  contains  a  well  ballanced  mix 
of  text  and  figures.   The  graphs  and  maps  are  of  great  value  not  only  for 
current  purposes,  but  also  for  future  reference  and  research  on  other  matters. 
The  "pie  cut"  graphs  (pages  4-5  to  4-8)  are  a  welcome  addition  and  should  be 
used  in  future  documents.   Graphs  and  tables  are  very  helpful  in  both  main 
text  and  in  the  appendix.   We  suggest  that  thumb  indexing  (see  Medicine  Lodge 
RMP/EIS) is  helpful  and  should  be  considered  for  future  documents. 

COMMENT  ON  RMP  AND  ADEQUACY  OF  THE  EIS: 

CIHD  affirms  its  support  for  Wild  and  Scenic  River  status  for  the 
Bruneau-Jarbidge .   We  feel  that  additional  reaches  of  the  river  system 
should  be  protected  that  were  not  included  in  the  121  miles  recommended  in 
the  1976  Interior  study.   CIHD  is  prepared  to  offer  testamony  to  that  effect 

during  the  appropriate  hearings. 
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CIHD  requests  that  the  Final  Jarbidge  RMP/EIS  compare  the  Brun 
Jarbidge  enviroment  to  comparable  undammed  desert  river  ecosystems  in  the 
United  States,  if  any  similiar  free-flowing  rivers  still  survive. 
Management  decisions  must  be  based  on  the  singular  opportunity  to  protect 
this  unique  canyon  and  plateau  complex  from  its  Wilderness  headwaters  in 
Nevada  to  its  junction  with  the  Snake  River.   Few,  if  any, desert  rivers  of 
equivalent  length  and  quality  survive  undammed  in  the  arid  West.   This 
should  be  pointed  out  if  the  document  is  to  be  considered  adequate  for 
decision  making  purposes. 
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by  local  initiative  or  by  out-of-state  interests.   It  should  project  impacts 
on  the  illegal  alien  situation  on  these  large  agricultural  projects.   It 
should  describe  anticipated  impacts  on  local  and  federal  law  enforcement. 

Typically,  the  EIS  fails  to  describe  impacts  on  local  school  districts, 

law  enforcement  agencies,     fire  protection  agencies,  and  health  and  welfare 

agencies.   No  analysis  of  tax  revenues  vs.  expenditures  by  local  governmental 
units  is  provided  regarding  the  new  desert  entries. 

Sound  business  decisions  could  never  be  made  on  the  quality  and 
quantity  of  information  provided  in  the  RMP/EIS,  yet  the  BLM  is  expecting 
that  decisions  involving  the  loss  of  90,000  acres  of  land  from  the  public 
domain  will  be  uade  on  the  basis  of  this  RMP/EIS.   In  defense  of  the 
preparers,  this  document  contains  better  economic  information  than  many  we 
have  seen.   Yet,  CIHD  is  continually  amazed  that  decisions  regarding 
thousands  of  acres  of  public  land  and  millions  of  dollars  in  wealth  can  be  made 
with  so  little  regard  to  impacts  on  the  local  economies  and  people. 

The  RMP/^IS  does  not  adequately  address  the  34  miles  of  riparian 
habitat  in  public  ownership  along  the  Snake  River.   Although  the  RMP 
states  that  the  BLM  will  maintain  the  riparian  zone  in  its  present  condition, 
the  reviewer  has  no  way  of  knowing: 

1)  What  is  the  present  ecological  condition  of  the  public  riverfront? 

2)  What  possibilities  exist  for  restoring  ecological  integrity? 

3)  What  is  the  present  recreational  use  of  the  Snake  River  MUA7 
CIHD  notes  that  these  free  flowing  stretches  of  the  Snake  River 
are  presently  used  for  family  and  Boy  Scout  type  rafting 
experiences . 

4)  What  are  the  benefit/costs  of  the  BLM  proposal  vs.  alternatives 
that  emphasize  recreational  or  fish  and  wildlife  benefits? 

5)  What  effect  will  the  BLM  action  have  on  the  Wiley  Reach  of  the 
Snake  River?   How  will  the  Dike  Reach  be  affected?   Although 
public  ownership  is  not  complete  in  these  areas,  will  proposed 
transfers  affect  access,  visual  resources,  fish  and  wildlife,  or 
cultural  resources?   Information  for  analysis  of  these  concerns 
is  available  from  the  Interior  Department's  own  National  River 
Inventory  by  the  Heritage  Conservation  and  Recreation  Service, 
and  i;i  the  Wiley  Dam  FERC  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

The  'IIS  should  at  minimum  mention  these  resources,  and  point 

out  that  the  Wiley  Reach  of  the  Snake  River  is  a  candidate  National 

Natural  Landmark. 

CIHD  supports  efforts  to  restore  and  preserve  aquatic  and  riparian 
habitat.   We  applaud  efforts  to  fence  livestock  out  of  the  streams  and  rivers 
so  that  the  deplorable  condition  of  these  zones  can  be  reversed.   We  are 
happy  to  see  efforts  being  made  to  reverse  the  decades  of  shameless  abuse 
of  the  East  Fork  of  the  Bruneau  River  (Clover  Creek)  by  livestock  grazers. 

The  BLM's  proposed  fencing  does  raise  concerns  for  wildlife  access 
to  water,  and  the  EIS  should  indicate  fencing  effects  on  wildlife,  while 
the  RMP  should  indicate  how  wildlife  exclusions  will  be  avoided.   CIHD 
is  strongly  opposed  to  forcing  wildlife  to  suffer  injury  as  a  result  of 
attempts  to  correct  the  widespread  riparian  habitat  destruction  by  domestic 
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livestock.   Moving  the  cows  entirely  away  from  the  streams  would  be  far 
better  management. 

The  RMP  fails  to  Include  plans  to  do  a  thorough  search  for  rare  or 
endangered  plants  and  animals  In  the  Bruneau-Jarbldge  system.   The  EIS 
should  indicate  If  such  an  Inventory  has  ever  been  done.   Regardles, 
what  validity  does  the  EIS  have  regarding  rare  aquatic  plants  and  animals? 

The  RMP/EIS  fails  to  mention  the  significance  of  the  free  flowing 
Bruneau  River  to  the  viable  White  Sturgeon  population  above  the  C.  J.  Strike 
Reservoir  pool.   CIHD  is  pleased  that  the  BLM  will  coordinate  with  Idaho 
Fish  and  Game  on  actions  affecting  the  Snake  River  spawning  beds,  but 
what  of  the  Bruneau  River?  CIHD  has  reason  to  believe  that  adult  sturgeon 
are  present  as  high  as  the  West  Fork  of  the  Bruneau.   Has  an  inventory 
been  done  by  BLM?  How  will  the  BLM's  proposed  actions  affect  this 
resource  of  the  Bruneau,   The  RMP/EIS  should  address  this  concern. 

The  RMP/EIS  falls  to  adequately  discuss  soil  erosion.   The  RMP/EIS 
quite  frankly  is  a  joke.   Although  the  preferred  BLM  alternative  states 
that  there  will  be  no  significant  improvement  with  the  BLM's  actions  (page  2-23) 
there  is  no  site  specific  information  except  that  It  appears  the  BLM  is 
dumping  118,000  acres  of  Its  most  erodable  soils  (page  E-l).   CIHD  notes 
that  most  of  this  acerage  will  go  to  agricultural  development  which 
reportedly  will  increase  the  rate  of  erosion  at  least  ten  times  (page  4-3). 

The  EIS  should  describe  the  present  rate  of  erosion  In  objective 
standards  ( tons /acre /year ,  etc.).   What  Is  the  present  and  anticipated 
rate  of  soil  formation  under  the  BLM's  proposal  in  objective  standards? 
What  is  the  rate  of  erosion  by  livestock  allotment?   How  many  tons  of  soil 
will  be  lost  per  acre  and  over  the  resource  area  as  a  whole  over  the 
duration  of  this  RMP?  What  is  the  estimate  of  cumulative  soil  erosion 
since  grazing  began,  in  inches  or  tons/acre?   How  much  loss  of  productivity 
will  occur  over  the  twenty  years  of  the  RMP  in  dollar  amounts?   What  will 
be  the  impact  of  this  RMP  sanctioned  erosion  on  the  water  storage  capacity 
of  Snake  River  irrigation  reservoirs?  What  will  be  the  Impacts  on 
hydroelectric  generation  due  to  reservoir  sedimentation?   The  RMP  falls 
to  offer  mitigation  alternatives:  requirements  for  irrigation  settling 
ponds,  requirements  for  fallow  plantings,  tilling  restrictions ,  etc. 

How  can  decision  making  proceed  without  this  Information?  Does 
the  BLM  believe  that  the  multiple  use  directives  of  43  USC  1712(c)(1)  and  (4); 
and  43  USC  1702(c)  which  requires  "harmonious  and  coordinated  management  of  the 
various  resources  without  permanent  impairment  of  the  productivity  of  the 
land"  is  being  met?   It  would  appear  that  the  RMP/EIS  is  proposing 
management  totally  counter  to  the  objective  of  the  law  in  regards  to 
soil  erosion. 

CIHD's  photographic  inventory  documents  the  color  of  the  Bruneau 
River  during  and  well  after  the  spring  runoff.   During  summer  thundershowera 
the  lower  Bruneau  River  literally  turns  the  color  of  a  chocolate  milkshake 
as  countless  tons  of  soil  are  lost  in  the  runoff  from  the  shamelessly 
overgrazed  plateaus.   The  color  difference  at  the  confluence  of  the  Bruneau 
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The  following  roadless  areas  were  dropped  from  Wilderness  consideration: 

NAME 


NUMBER 

LD    17-la  Lookout  Butte 

ID   17-lb  East  Fork  of   Bruneau 

ID  17-6  Dry  Lakes 

ID  17-11  Jarbldge  River 

ID  17-12  Poison  Creek 

ID   17-19  Upper  Bruneau  River 

ID   17-21  Jarbldge   Addition 

ID   111-17  Bruneau  River 

ID   lll-36a  Sheep  Creek  West 

ID   lll-36b  Sheep  Creek  East 

Total   roadless   acres   dropped: 
Roadless  acres   inventoried: 


DROPPED 
IIHTIAL  INVENTORY 

DROPPED 
INTENSIVE   INVENTORY 

K  COMMENT 

20,077 

acres 

10,178 

26,208 

35,670 

27,951 

47,389 

13,532 

21,711 

5,881 

27,042 

102,387 

3,696 

12,412 

4,633 
11,680 

160,299   acres        146,446  acres 

306,745  acres 
370,465   acres 


•3,720 


CIHD  Wilderness   recommendation:      340,000  acres 


The    loss  of  over   306,745  acres   from  Wilderness   recommendation   in 
the    Bruneau- Jarbldge-Sheep   Creek   Complex,    and    the    ludicrous    recommendation   of 
only  4,633  acres  of   the   spectacular  40+  mile    long  Bruneau-Sheep  Creek 
Wilderness   Study  Area  calls    into   question   the   BLM's   entire  Wilderness 
review  process.      The  Jarbldge   RMP/EIS  will   stand  as   a  watershed   document 
on   the   BLM's   credibility   If   left   In   its    present   form. 

Rim   to  rim  Wilderness    for    the   Bruneau  River   and   Sheep  Creek  will 
exclude    the   Salt  Desert  Shrub  ecosystem  from  representation   in   the   Bruneau 
Wilderness.      This   ecosystem   Is   not  well   represented   anywhere    In  Wilderness 
Study  Areas.      If    the   controversial   Jacks   Creek  WSA   falls    to  become  Wilderness, 
then  perhaps   no  representative  of    the   salt  desert  shrub  ecosystem  will  ,    In   Idaho, 
make    it    Into   the   national   preservation  system.      The   Final   EIS   should    list 
other  examples  of   the   salt  desert  shrub  ecosystem  under   consideration 
in    other    Wilderness    Study    Areas.     The    table    J-3    does    not    break    out    state 
or   topography   In  meaningful   form. 
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River  and   Sheep  Creek  dramatically   Illustrates   differences    in  suspended 
soil    loads   between   the    two  streams.      Has    the   BLM  related    these   sediment 
loads    to  differing  grazing  practices    (by  different  allotments)  within   the 
two  drainages?     The   EIS  must    include   a   site   specific   analysis   of   grazing 
ll*i.tk        produced   soil   erosion   if   it   is    to  be    taken  seriously. 

A  review  of   the   RMP  bibliography  did   not  reveal   specific   references 
for   soil   erosion.      If   the  BLM*6    Information   is    from  the   cited   works,    it 
should   be    Indicated. 

CIHD  notes  with  alarm   the    Interest   in   three   new  major   powerline 
corridors    to  cross   the   resource   area.      CIHD  will  vigorously  oppose  any 
scheme    to  extend   a  new  corridor   through   the  essentially   unscarred   Bruneau 
Rlver-Jarbidge   River   confluence.      CIHD   is   astounded    that   plans   are  even 
considered    to  extend   a  corridor  across   Bruneau  Dunes   State    Park    (Map   2-2), 
or    to  expand    the  corridor    through   the   critical   environment   of    the   East 
Fork  of    the   Jarbldge   River    (page    3-3).      Both     southern  corridors  would   be 
visible    from  within   the   proposed   Bruneau  and   Jarbidge  Wilderness   Areas. 
Both  corridors  would   severely   Impact   the  essentially  roadless   de    facto 
wilderness   of   tens   of    thousands   of  acres   of   public    land.      Due    to  potential 
impacts   on  Wilderness   Study   Areas    that   fall  within   the   purview  of 
Interim  Management    Policy    guidelines,    CIHD  will    expect    to   be    notified    of 
any   BLM   activities^  concerning   planning   for    these    powerline    corridors. 

CIHD  specifically  OBJECTS,  to   the   BLM  proposal    to  open  8b%  of   the 
resource   Area   to  mineral   exploration  and  development    (page   vi   of   the   EIS). 
This    is   especially  disturbing  when   the    tiny  area    that    is   recommended   for 
Wilderness    Is   considered.      The   BLM   is    proposing  only    52,022  acres  of   the 
vaat  Bruneau-Jarbidge-Sheep  Creek  complex   for  Wilderness.      This   represents 
only   28. 5%  of   the  Wilderness   Study  Area,    and   only    17.01  of    the  roadless 
de    facto   wilderness    In    the    Bruneau-Jarbidge-Sheep   Creek   complex. 

The    BLM*s    tiny   recommendation    is   only    3X   of    th   Jarbidge    Resource 
Area,    2/10  of   IX  of   Idaho's   desert  environment,    and    1/10  of   IX  of   the 
State  of   Idaho.      The    tiny   figure   of    52,022  acres    is   absurd    to  any  recreational 
user  who   is    familiar  with   this  country.      THE   BLM  IS  RECOMMENDING  FOR 
WILDERNESS    AN  AREA   SMALLER   THAN  THE   CITY   OF    BOISE*. 

We   are   not  discussing  Washington,   D.C.      The   Jarbidge  Resource   Area 
ts   on  of   the    least   populated    (and  exploitable  resource   poor)   areas    in   the 
United   States.      An  examination  of   the  Land   Status  Map   (Map  No.    2)   in   the 
RMP  will    give   some    indication  of    the    level  of   human  occupancy.      If  we 
eliminate    the   populated   zone   along   the  Snake   River   and   Lower   Bruneau  River 
(total   population   less    than   3,000  souls),   we    find    that   not  one    town 
exists   elsewhere    in   the   Resource  Area.      Only   three    tiny  villages 
(population   unrecorded,    but  on   the   order  of   a  dozen  souls  each)   exist 
at  Roseworth,    Three   Creek,    and   Murphy  Hot  Springs. 

370  465  roadless   acres  were    identified   during   the    Initial 
Inventory  of   roadless   areas    in   the   Bruneau-Jarbidge-Sheep  Creek  Complex. 
Only   17. OX  of   these    identified   roadless   area  has   been  recommended   for 
Wilderness.    (CIHD  has    Included    11,660  acres   of   the   Wilderness   recommended 
Sheep  Creek  West   in   the   roadless   Bruneau-Jarbidge-Sheep  Creek  complex). 
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The  BLM  proposal    to  exclude    the  eastern  plateau  of   the   Jarbldge 
River    Is    irrational.      The   BLM  maintains    that   potential  vehicle   access  would 
prevent  management   problems   on   the   east   plateau,    but   there    is   ample   precedence 
for  dealing  with   low  grade  ways  and   roads  within  Wilderness   Areas. 

The   proposed  Wilderness   boundary  will   expose    the  visual   resources 
of   the  west   plateau  within   the  Jarbldge   Wilderness    to  degradation  by 
actions   on   the  east  rim  and   plateau.      The  RMP  lacks   site   specific    information 
on   the    37  miles  of   pipelines,    72  miles   of   fence,    29,400?  acres  of  burnings, 
and   11,650  acres  of  reeeedlngs   proposed   for  MUA  6    (Saylor   Creek  West)     and 
MUA   11    (Inside   Desert).      Both  of   these   units   are  visible    from  the   rim 
of   the   Bruneau-Sheep  Creek   proposed  Wilderness.      The    Inside  Desert  MUA 
will  certainly  be  visible   from  within  the  Jarbldge  Wilderness   plateau 
on   the  weat  rim  of   the   Jarbldge. 

Given   the  BLM's   deplorable   record  on  adhering  to  guidelines    for 
various  eyesores    (I.e.,    the  40  foot  wide  bladed   roads  and   four   foot   high  berms 
that   distinguish   the   pipelines   on   the  Slmplot  allotment  between   the   Bruneau 
and   Sheep  Creek),    site   apeclfic    information   for    the    listed   range   actions 
must   be    Included    in   the  Final   EIS.      Will   the   archivist    please   note   that 
this    is   an  example  of  why  conservationists   are   so  upset  by   the   threatened 
loss  of   such  areas  as   Lookout  Butte    (ID   17-la)  and   Dry  Lakes    (ID   17-6)  during 
the    inventory  process   for  Wilderness.      Will   the   BLM  please   refer    to   the 
December   22.    1983   letter   from  CIHD  commenting  on   the   Jarbidge   RMP  Draft 
Alternatives,    concern  No.    16   (a  copy   Is  enclosed  with   this   comment). 

The   plateaus   being  dropped   from  Wilderness   protection  are   home 
to  antelope  and  mule  deer,    and   bighorn  sheep  will   graze  a  mile  or  more    from 
the   canyon  rims.      Good   native   grasslands  are   present  along  the   plateau  margin*. 
With  BLM's   past  history  of  wildlife    forage    (mis-)al locations ,    only  Wilderness 
is    likely   to  protect   the  wildlife  of    the   Bruneau,    Jarbidge,   and   Sheep  Creek 
Plateaus . 

CIHD  will   promote   a   340,000  acre  Wilderness  Alternative    that 
preserves    the  visual, wildlife,   and   recreational   resources   of   this   totally 
unique  desert  complex.     CIHD  offers  up  about  100,000  roadless  acres  of 
this   complex   for  development,   as  well  as    1,250,000  acres   elsewhere   In   the 
resource  area.      Thle  will   be  known  aa   the  Conservationist's  Moderate 
Wilderness   Proposal   to  distinguish  It   from  the  extreme   position  of   the   BLM. 

CIHD  specifically  endorses    the   proposal   by  Nevada   Fish  and  Game 
to  reintroduce  elk   into   the   Jarbidge   country,   and   has   provided    that  agency 
with    testimony  on  that   proposal.      We  approve   of  BLM   Intentions    to  provide 
elk  forage    if   the  relntroductlon  proceeds.      We   suspect   that  after  decades 
of    liveatock  grazing  and   taxpayer   subsidized   range  manipulations,    the 
Jarbldge  elk  range   Is  more   suitable    for  elk   today   than   It  was   a  century  ago. 
The   BLM's   obsession  with  converting  browse        range  to  grazing  rang* 

should   be   allowed    to  work   to   the  benefit  of  wildlife  on  occasion. 
The   Final   RMP/EIS   should   include   a  map  of  all   potential   elk  habitat   In  the 
southern  portion  of   the   resource  area. 

Should   excess  competition  between  elk  and    livestock  occur,    the  RMP 
should  apeclfy  either   that  501  of   forage  be  allocated   to  elk,   or   that   the 
livestock  be   removed   from  the  elk  range.      This    la  consistent  with  43   USC   1701, 
43   USC   1702,    and  43   USC  1751.      43   USC   1702   gives  equal  weight   to   ths    for»g« 
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I  needs  of  wildlife  and  livestock,  end  most  specifically  does  not  dictate  that 
livestock  forage  needs  should  be  given  preference  over  wildlife.   Where  forage 
needs  are  highly  competitive^,  as  with  elk  and  lives tock1  both  species  should 
be  allocated  equivalent  use  by  weight  of  the  available  forage.   As  1 iveo tock 
grazing  is  pervasive  throughout  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area,  removing  livestock 
entirely  from  elk  range  would  be  consistent  vith  the  directives  in  43  USC  1702. 
A  reading  of  the  RMP  language  on  page  84  reveals  a  bias  In  favor  of  livestock 
grazing  over  elk. 

In  the  Jarbidge  RMP/EIS  we  again  see  an  Incredible  allocation  of 
public  natural  resources  and  tax  dollars  to  a  single  use,  namely  livestock 
grazing.   Despite  the  many  pages  of  data,  the  Interesting  descriptions  and 
explanations,  the  thoughtful  maps,  and  the  obvious  dedication  of  the  BLM 
workers,  the  Jarbidge  RMP/EIS  remains  a  grazing  document  with  a  thin  veneer 
of  multiple  use. 

In  particular,  the  BLM  has  failed  to  provide  site  specific  wildlife 
forage  data  as  requested  by  CIHD  in  its  December  1983  comments  on  the  Jarbidge 
RMP  preliminary  draft  alternatives.   Neither  CIHD  nor  the  general  public 
has  a  clue  to  the  wildlife  carrying  capacity  of  these  ranges  because  the 
ttH.23       BLM  nas  consistently  failed  to  provide  this  information.   CIHD  has  grown 
weary  of  the  BLM's  failure  to  respond  to  repeated  requests  for  wildlife 
forage  data.  (Please  check  your  files  for  requests/protests  by  CIHD 
and  others  regarding  the  Bruneau-Kuna  Grazing  EIS,  the  aforementioned 
Tentative  Draft  Jarbidge  RMP/EIS,  and  the  Poison  Gulch  appeal,  among  others). 

The  BLM  can  account  for  every  pound  of  livestock  forage.   Every 
livestock  AUM  is  listed  for  each  of  the  86  allotments  or  the  16  Multiple 
Use  Areas.   Yet  the  BLM  is  unable  or  unwilling  to  provide  corresponding  forage 
figures  for  wildlife  on  the  public  range.   Nowhere  does  the  document  list  the 
"Wildlife  Unit  Months"  available  on  those  ranges.   Instead,  the  public  is 
forced  to  accept  wildlife  population  "goals"  and  competitive  forage  allocations 
without  supporting  data.   The  public  is  forced  to  accept  BLM  conclusions 
without  Insight  into  rationale,  methods,  or  data.   The  public  is  left  to  wonder 
about  the  true  wildlife  potential  of  the  Resource  Area  and  Its  sub  units. 

Either  the  BLM  has  wildlife  forage  data  or  it  does  not.   If  it 
does  not,  then  it  should  develop  that  data  to  be  in  compliance  with  43  USC  1701, 
43  USC  1702,  and  43  USC  1712.   CIHD  believes  the  BLM  must  have  that 
information,  however,  as  it  must  have  used  soil,  precipitation,  and 
vegetation  information  to  develop  the  livestock  forage  allocations.   The 
BLM  followed  some  methodology  in  determining  its  wildlife  goals,  but 
apparently  is  not  wllllnt  to  present  its  wildlife  forage  data  for  public 
scrutiny  and  Independent  analysis.   Again,  we  urge  the  BLM  to  generate  and 
include  the  figures  for  wildlife  forage  potential  for  the  Resource  Area  in 
the  Final  EIS. 
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Only  in  the  de   facto  wilderness  of   the  Bruneau-Jarbldge-Sheep  Creek 
Complex  do  wildlife   forage  allocations   (approximately  3000  AUMs)  and   liveatock 
forage  allocations   (6176  AUMs)  come  close   to  being  ballanced   (page  44).     This 
la  perhaps   the  strongest  argument  available  for   the  need   for  Wilderness 
protection. 

With  48. 3X  of  the  range  in  the  resource  area  in  poor  condition  and 
only  2.11  In  excellent  condition  (page  1-7),  CIHD  is,  to  put  it  mildly, 
skeptical  of  the  proposal  to  increase  livestock  use  661  or  108,000  AUMs 
(page  4-44).  Fully  half  of  this  Increase  (57,021  AUMs)  is  to  be  gained 
by  redistributing  livestock  into  range  areas  that  are  currently  lightly 
used  (page  4-44)  Presumably  this  means  into  areas  that  have  heretofore 
been  available   to  wildlife  without  heavy  livestock  competition. 

The   EIS  virtually   Ignores    the    Impacts   of    this    increased   grazing 
stocking  rate  on  small   non-game  wildlife   and   native  vegetation.      What   for 
example  will   be   the   impacts   on   the   small  mammal-raptor  relationship  due    to 
this    66%   increase   in  grazing?      The   Final   EIS   should   explore    this   concern. 

CIHD   is   concerned   about  range  vegetation  manipulations.      Wildlife 
can  benefit   from  range   actions,    but   in  most  cases  wildlife   have   been   Incidental 
beneficiaries  of   such  actions,    and   every  conservationist   has   a   favorite 
horror   story  of  range  action  gone   awry   (virtual  extermination  of  an  areas 
sage   grouse   population  by  a   few  hunters   at   stock  watering  reservoirs    is   a   good 
example).      Range   actions   are   overwhelmingly  directed   toward   livestock   in   this 
RMP. 

The  BLM  plans    to  spray   12,000  acres   of   the   resource   area  with 
herbicides.      It  will  burn   IS, 536?  acres.      It  will   do   seeding  on  34,040 
acres  —  the   bulk  of  which  will   presumably  be   crested  wheatgrass   monocultures 
that  are    fine   for   livestock  but  dubious   for  browsing  deer   and   pronghorn 
ante  lope    (4-44) .      Please    indicate    in   the   Final   EIS  how  much  range  will   be 
altered    to   Improve  vegetation   for  wlld_life   as   a   primary   consideration. 

CIHD   is    fully  aware   that   forage   is   not   necessarily   the   limiting 
factor   for  wildlife   populations.      If    lack  of   thermal   cover    is    the   limiting 
factor,    then  we  would   expect    the   BLM   to  work   toward    protecting  sagebrush 
stands   rather    than  converting   them   through  herbicide   spraying  and   burning 
into  cow  pastures.      We  would   expect    the   riparian  zones    to  be   restored    from 
their  cow   trashed  condition   throughout   the   resource   area    (page  4-13,    4-48, 
Map   3-6).      Gap   fencing  may  be  a   start    in   the   right   direction.      Moving   the 
cows   entirely  away   from  the   streams  would  be    far   better-. 
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If  the  limiting  factor  is  winter  range,  the 
BLM  to  offer  alternatives  for  dramatically  increasl 
range,  perhaps  on  or  adjacent  to  the  74,561  acres  o 
proposes  to  transfer  to  private  ownership  for  agric 
within  the  resource  area.  A  surprisingly  small  are 
sustain  wintering  wildlife.  Two  hundred  acres  of  a 
would  produce  as  many  tons  of  feed  as  the  BLM  plans 
on  the  entire  1,690,473  acres  of  the  resource  area, 
alfalfa  would  not  be  suitable  for  pronghorns ,  but 
may  be  very  suitable  for  elk  and  should  be  explore* 


n  we  would  expect  the 
ng  the  wildlife  winter 
f  public  land  the  BLM 
ultural  development 
a  of  irrigated  land  could 
Haifa,  for  example 
to  provide  for  antelope 
Yes,  CIHD  realizes 
this  creative  scenario 
in  the  Final  EIS. 
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CIHD  requests    this    Information  as    It  appears    that    the  wildlife 
resource    le   being  compromised    to    livestock   grazing.      CIHD   Is    Incredulous    that 
the   BLM   Intends    to  manage    for  only   1370  year-round   pronghorn  antelope   on   the 
1,690,473  acres   of   public   land    In   the   Jarbidge   Resource  Area    (page   2-26). 
THAT  WILL  BE  ONLY  ONE   ANTELOPE   PER  YEAR  ON  1233  ACRES.      MEANWHILE  THE   BLM 
WILL  BE  ABLE  TO  FEED  A  COW  AND  CALF  ON  ONLY   5.9  ACRES    PER  MONTH  OR   70.8 
ACRES   PER  YEAR   (page  4-43),    EVEN  THOUGH  AN  ANTELOPE  EATS  ONLY   1/9.4  AS  MUCH 
AS   A  COW'.   * 


antelope:      1,690,473     acres    /   1370  antelope    /  year 
covs:       5.9  acres   /  month  /  cow  X  12  months   /  year 


1233  acre6    /  antelope/  year 
70.8  acres/year /cow 


ANTELOPE,    THEREFORE  WILL  BE   ALLOCATED  LESS   THAN   IX  AS  MUCH  FORAGE   AS   COWS. 
CONVERSELY,    COWS  WILL  BE  ALLOCATED   117   TIMES   AS  MUCH  FORAGE   AS  ANTELOPE. 


271.425  AUMs 
year 


800   lbs    forage   * 
AUM 


214.140.000   lbs    forage   -   108.570   tons 
year  year 


antelope:  1370  antelope  X  85   lbs    forage   *     X      12  months      -   1.397.400   lbs   •     698  tons 

(year-round)  antelope  month  year  year  year 

3160  winter  antelope  (page  2-26) 

-1370  year-round  antelope 
1790  winter  only  antelope 

antelope:  1790  antelope  X  851bs   forage     X     3  months     -  456.450  lbs       -     228   tons 

(winter  only)  antelope  month  year  year  year 


antelope:  698  tons   /  year     +     228  tons   /  year 

cowa: 


926   ton. /year   -  0.0085   -     0.851 
108,570  tons /year 


cowa:  108.570  tons /year 

antelope:  926   tons/year 


117   times  as  much  forage,   cowa  over  antelope 


*     All   forage   figures  are  from  Appendix  table  B-2,    "Forage  Consumption  for   Ungulates" 

truneau-Kuna  Grazing  Environmental   Impact  Statement  Draft.    U.S.  Dept.   of   interior, 
Bureau  of  Land     Management,   Bqiae  District,    1982 
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For  once,  let  the  people  who  displace  the  wildlife  (in  this  case  the  agricultural 
developers) pay  the  cost  of  mitigating  the  impacts  they  create.   CIHD  notes 
with  alarm  that  the  BLM  plans  to  allow  agricultural  development  to  eliminate 
24X  of  the  native  habitat  within  an  eight  mile  radius  of  the  Snake  River 
between  Sparlin  Island  and  Hagerman  (page  4-46). 

We  are  astounded  at  the  stranglehold  only  86  permitees  have  on  the 
public  resources  of  1,690,473  acres  of  public  In  the  RA.   We  have  observed 
from  the  public  hearings  that  the  ranching  community  represents  the  strongest 
opposition  to  Wilderness  designations,  ACEC  designations,  elk  reintroductions, 
ecological  restoration,  and  wildlife  population  increases.   Yet  data  on  page 
3-27  and  3-28  of  the  RMP/EIS  indicates  that  grazing  on  the  public's  land  in 
the  Jarbidge  RA  produces  only  fc  of  IX  (0.26X)  of  the  total  personal  income  of 
Elmore,  Owyhee,  and  Twin  Falls  Counties: 


$1.9  million 
$744. 3  million 


from  grazing  on  the  public's  land  in  the  Jarbidge  RA 

total  personal  income   in  Elmore,  Owyhee,  Twin  Falls  counties 


$1.9  million/$744.3  million   =  0.26X 

Indeed,    grazing  on  the   public's    land   yields   only  5X  of   the    total    livestock 

Income   of    the    three   county  area*,    (page   A-3).      This  would    indicate    that    the    incredible 

public  expense   for  administering   the   archaic   practice   of   grazing  on   the 

public's    land    is   not  returning  significant   income   even   to   the    livestock 

industry. 

CIHD  does  not  necissarily  oppose  all  grazing  on  all  public  land, 
but  again  we  call  upon  the  BLM  to  adhere  to  its  directives  under  43  USC  1701, 
43  USC  1702,  43  USC  1712,  43  USC  1732,  and  43  USC  1751.   The  Jarbidge  RMP/EIS 
does  not  begin  to  meet  the  criteria  of  multiple  use  planning. 

Unbelievably,  the  document  contains  no  alternative  sources  of  income 
in  the  Jarbidge  RA  except  for  a  brief  analysis  of  proposed  agricultural 
development.   The  Final  EIS  must  contain  income  figures  for  hunting  and 
outdoor  recreation,  currently  and  under  the  various  alternatives. 
The  document  did  not  mention  potential  for  wild  game  ranching  or  native 
seed  harvesting  for  reseedlng  projects.   What  is  the  value  of  soil  and 
watershed  protection  under  the  various  alternatives?   How  does  the  present 
and  potential  value  of  wildlife  compare  to  domestic  livestock  under  the 
various  alternatives?  Even  at  $100  per  wildlife  animal  (low  when  we 
consider  recreational  expend  itures  by  sportsmen)  the  value  of  the  3000 
year-round  deer  and  pronghorn  is  substantial,  not  to  mention  upland  game  birds 
and  migratory  game  birds. 

What  is  the  potential  sustained  yield  value  for  wildlife  If  livestock 
were  removed?   How  can  the  overbalanced  emphasis  on  domestic  livestock 
be  compared  to  wildlife  values  without  Information  on  potential  wildlife 
numbers?  We  do  not  feel  that  the  Director,  Secretary,  or  Congress  will 
find  sufficient  economic  information  in  the  document  to  make  a  prudent  or 
businesslike  decision  on  the  expenditures  of  public  monies.   What  will  be 
the  taxpayer*  costs  under  the  various  alternatives? 
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AS    WE    HAVE    REPEATEDLY   CALLED   FOR   THE    SAME    INFORMATION   IN   PREVIOUS 
DOCUMENTS,    WE    ARE    BEGINNING    TO  FEEL  THAT  WE    MUST  SHOUT  TO   BE    HEARD.      THE 
JARBIDGE    RMP/EIS    DOES    NOT  CONTAIN  SUFFICIENT  ECONOMIC    INFORMATION  ON  WILDLIFE, 
WATERSHED,    SOIL,    SCENIC,    RECREATION,    AND  OTHER    NON-CONSUMPTIVE   VALUES    TO 
ALLOW  FOR   CLEAR  DECISION  MAKING  VIS   A  VIS   DOMESTIC   LIVESTOCK  GRAZING   AS 
REQUIRED    UNDER  43   USC    1701,    43    USC    1702,    and   43    USC    1751. 

CIHD  would    like    to    finish    its    comment   on    non-grazing  values    with  a 
statement   by  G.C.    Coggins : 

"The   BLM's   dilemma   (about   grazing  allocations)    is   rooted    in  a 
history  of    its    own  making.      For    a    generation   the    range    managers   were    content 
to   subordinate   their   professional    judgement   to    livestock    industry   preferences 
and    to   ignore    the   Taylor   Act's   range    improvement   purpose...      In  a    larger 
sense,    however,    the    BLM's    (post    FLPMA   range    improvement)    striving   backfired. 
The   agency   lacked   the    intestinal    fortitude    to  reduce   AUM  allocations    to    levels 
at   which    improvement  was    likely   or    possible.       Instead,    BLM   officials    opted 
for    the    'soft   path'    of   physical    improvements    paid    for   by   taxpayers  without 
disacommodation  of    the    ranchers.      The    Theory    that   money    could    solve    all 
problems  while   avoiding  unpleasant   political   repercussions   was   doomed.      The 
ranchers   could   not  be  mollified   so  easily,    the   environmentalists    had    the 
factual    ammunition    to    shoot    down  one-sided    accommodations,    and    the    law    had 
progressed    to    far    to   contenance    unrealistic,    one-dimensional   managtnent 
nostrums."    * 

In  conclusion,  CIHD  find  three  major  flaws  in  the  Jarbidge  RMP/EIS: 
FIRSTLY,  resource  values  should  be  maximized,  at  least  for  study  purposes. 
CIHD  could  support  increased  development  in  areas  that  have  already 
undergone  development,  but  only  if  resource  values  in  less  developed  areas 
are  preserved  and  restored.  Wildlife,  watershed,  soil,  scenic,  ecological, 
recreational,  and  other  non-consumptive  values  must  be  enhanced  greatly  if 
the  BLM  proceeds  with  plans  to  spend  unspecified  millions  of  dollars  toward 
development   in   the   Resource   Area. 

SECONDLY,    the   Wilderness   boundaries  must   be   enlarged.      CIHD   is   not 
willing   to  accept   177.  of   the   de    facto  wilderness    In   the    Eruneau-Jarbidge- 
Sheep    Creek   Complex.      This   would    appear    to  violate    the    adequate    range    of 
alternatives   doctrine   of    the  well   known  State   of   California  vs.    Block 
decision. 

THIRDLY,    the    forage   allocation  figures   roust   be    put    into   believable 
terms    that  remove    the   apparent    livestock   grazing  bias   over   wildlife. 

Please   note    that   these   comments   are   an  expansion  of    testimony 
presented   by  CIHD  on   November    28,    1984  at   the   Boise    Public    Library.      We 
will    be    submitting  additional    comments    from    time    to    time.      Best  wishes 
on   the   progress   of   the   RMP. 


lib  I 


^Coggins,  G.C.  1983.  The  Law  of  Public  Rangeland  Managem 
of  Creeping  Regulation  at  the  Periphery,  1934-1982. 
page   295-365. 


Ill:      A  Survey 
ivironmental    Law    13: 


Sincerely, 

Randall   E,   Morris,    Chairman 
Committee    For    Idaho's    High   Desert 


Bureau   of    Land   Management 
January    4,    1985 
Page    2 
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Within  the  past  six  months  the  BLM  has  indicated  some  concerns 
which  it  has  expressed  to  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  project. 
As  the  BLM  knows ,  the  Board  and  the  individual  land  owners 
in  the  Bell  Rapids  project  have  had  several  meetings  with 
representatives  of  the  BLM.   Bell  Rapids  Mutual  Irrigation 
Company  has  made  it  clear  to  the  BLM  that  it  wants  to  cooperate 
with  the  BLM  and  to  minimize  any  effect  its  activities  may 
have  on  BLM  lands  which  abut  the  project.   Bell  Rapids  Mutual 
Irrigation  Company  is  particularly  concerned  with  that  portion 
of  the  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  which  addresses  the 
Hagerman  fossil  beds.   On  page  62  of  that  draft,  under  para- 
graph labeled  "Causes  for  concern",  the  statement  is  made  that 
there  are  forces  which  presently  adversely  impact  the  f ossi 1 
beds  which  include ,  among  other  forces ,  farming  trespass, 
both  roads  and  irrigation  lines,  and  severe  erosional  problems 
related  to  irrigation  practices,  and  poor  road  design.   In 
meeting  with  representatives  of  the  BLM,  it's  clear  that  there 
have  been  no  investigations  or  studies  undertaken  to  investigate 
or  isolate  the  causes  of  any  erosion,  in  particular  any  investi- 
gation as  to  the  amount  of  natural  run-off  from  winter  snows 
and  spring  rains,  in  particular  the  recent  3  record  years  of 
precipitation,  or  the  recent  sei sinograph! c  activity  in  the 
area. 

The  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  does  not  mention  natural 

runoff  as  a  cause  of  any  erosion  problems . 

The  draft,  with  regard  to  its  recommended  special  management 
requirements ,  indicates  that  any  water  related  erosion  now 
occurring  would  be  stopped  and  further  water  erosion  would 
be  prevented.   Without  addressing  as  to  whether  this  require- 
ment is  physically  possible,  it  is  clear  that  studies  need 
to  be  undertaken  to  identify  the  Erosion  problems.   The 
proposed  requirements  additionally  state  that  any  use  that 


Doerr  &  Trainor 

LAWYERS 

184  Second  Street  West 

Post  Office  Box  361 

Twin  Falls.  Idaho  B3303-02i 
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causes  destruction  of  pa  1 eon to logical  specimens  would  be 
disallowed . 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Boise  District  Office 
3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  Idaho  83705 

Re:  Bell  Rapids  Mutual  Irrigation  Company 

Gentlemen : 


I  represent  Bell  Rapids  Mutual  I 
Rapids  Mutual  Irrigation  Company 
mately  25,000  acres  on  the  west 
near  Hagerman ,  Idaho.   The  major 
project  is  under  private  owner sh 
land  entries  which  were  approved 
and  State  governmental  agencies, 
existence  for  over  twelve  years, 
there  has  been  a  major  investmen 
agricultural  pursuits  conducted 
Over  the  years  during  which  appl 
approval  of  that  project,  the  Ha 
are  identified  in  your  Draft  Res 
the  Hacerman  Paleontologic  Area 
mental  Concern  were  the  subject: 
and  concern. 


rrigation  Company.   Bell 

delivers  water  to  approxi- 
side  of  the  Snake  River 
ity  of  the  acreage  in  this 
ip  as  a  result  of  desert 
by  the  various  Federal 
The  project  has  been  in 
As  the  Bureau  is  aware, 
t  of  private  funds  in  the 
on  the  Bell  Rapids  project, 
ication  was  made  for  the 
german  fossil  beds  which 
ource  Management  Plan  as 
of  Critical  and  Environ- 
of  significant  studies 


In  short,  the  fossil  beds  have  already  been  reviewed 
extensively  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  based 
upon  the  Bureau ' s  approval ,  major  investments  have  been 
made  to  develop  approximately  25,000  acres  for  agricultural 


Any  requirements  of  the  current  resource  management  plan 
should  recognize  the  earlier  work  done  in  this  area,  the 
private  investment  made,  and  should  be  based  on  empirical 
studies  of  the  area,  not  speculation . 

Sincerely  yours, 

Kevin  F.  Trainor 
KFT:gb 


Mr.  Gene  Griff 

Mr.  Bruce  Brown 

Mr.  Bernard  Saul 

Mr.  Coly  Parrish 

Mr.  Newel  Nelson 


Those  concerns  were  specifically  addressed  by  both  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  the  individuals  seeking 
approval  of  the  project.   The  project  was  approved  and 
has  existed,  as  noted  above ,  for  over  twelve  years . 
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Mr.  Martin  J.   Zimmer 

Jarbidge  Area   Manager 

Agricultural    Environmental   Statement  Hearing  Committee 

JarDidge  Resource  Management  Plan 

United  States   Department  of  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Boise   District  Office 

3948  Development  Avenue 

Boise,   Idaho     33705 

Dear  Sir; 

In  reviewing  the  1984  Draft  Manaoement  Plan  and  EIS  Statement  I   have  become  confused 

to     he   final    ooal    the  BLM  is  striving   for.     In   the   July  1980  Summary  Report,   based 
on  the   Final    Environmental   Statement,  you  outlined  an  agricultural    development  program. 
This  proqram  was   to   include   farm  development  of  176,310  acres  under  the   DLA  and   CA 
program.     In  addition  58,310  acres  would  be  reserved  for  publ  ic   purpose  tracts, 
wildlife  leave  areas,   Oregon  Trail,   fossil    beds,  and  etc.     Of  the  1  76,31  0  acres  on! y 
Class   1  and   II   soils  were   to   be  developed.     A  goal    had  been  set  to   process  applications 
at  the  rate  of  20,000  acres   per  year.     With  a   priority  given  to  those   lands   having 
highest  agricultural    potential,   best  soils,  and  most   feasible  water  lifts.     This  was 
to   be  accomplished  by  choosing  an  agricultural    development  block. 

Your  preferred  alternative  In  the  August  1984  Resource  Management  Plan  does   not 
outline  any  of  the  previous  agreed  upon  procedures.     Furthermore,   it  negates   the 
development  of  the  July  1980  Summary  Report.     I   think  it  is  grossly  unjust  that  you 
would  ever,  consider  deviating   from  your  original    position  of  1980  by  allowing  the 
Wild  Horse  Management  Area    to  exceed  the  58,310  acres  plus  all   soils  over   Class   II. 
The   Desert  Land  Act  was  established  prior   to  the  Wild  Horse  and  burrow  Act.     In  all 
fairness   to  all    Entrvmen  and  Carey  Acts,   we  should   be  given  the  opportunity  to   prove 
feasibility  before  this  prime  agricultural    land,   that  you  are  so   generously  setting 
aside   for   "tame"  wild  horses, is  locked  up  into   this  mammoth  82,000  acre  Wild  Horse 
Management  Area . 

Now  as  to  the  Proposed  Multiple  Use  Area  of  the  Salmon  Falls  Creek  Canyon,  I  agree 
that  this  canyon  offers  a  unique  natural  ecosystem.  But  my  belief  differs  from 
vours  in  the  fact  that  its'  natural  and  scenic  value  can  be  protected  to  also  allow 
-xssing  of  this  magnificient  structure  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  low  cost  gravity 
water  to  the  thirsty  desert.  Without  this  provision,  the  feasibility  geographically 
of  bringing  this  water  to  these  lands  is  lost.  I  feel  that  this  long  range  plan  for 
this  crossing  has   been  neglected. 


Mr.    Joe    Zimmer 
Boise   District   Manager 
3948   Development   Drive 
Boise    ID   83705 
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Dear   Sir: 

I  wish  to  comment  on  your  draft  Jarbidge  RMP.   i  am 
disappointed  in  the  document.   It  seems  to  lack  an  appreciation 
of  the  tremendous  ecological  and  recreational  values  of  the  RMP 
area.   Perhaps  the  problem  stems  from  the  Goal  of  this  Draft  Plan 
(pages  iii  and  19).   Why,  when  FLPMA  defines  multiple  use  in 
terms  of  resource  values,  is  the  Goal  of  this  Draft  Plan  balanced 
"commodity  resource  uses... and  development"?   Why  are  critical 
multiple  uses  such  as  recreation,  wildlife  and  fish,  and  natural 
scenic,  scientific,  and  historical  values  not  even  mentioned  in 
the  Goal  of  this  plan,  when  all  these  values  can  be  supported  and 
strengthened  with  almost  no  adverse  impact  to  the  current 
environment?   The  Goal  of  this  Draft  Plan  should  be  modified  in 
the  Final  EIS  to  include  the  full  range  of  multiple  use  values  as 
specified  by  FLPMA,  43  USC  1702(c). 

I  am  very  disappointed  in  the  recreation  sections  of  the 
plan.   There  is  a  critical  shortage  of  developed  campgrounds  in 
this  RMP  area.   There  are  three  public  campgrounds,  two  in  State 
Parks.   There  is  a  single  BLM  developed  campground,  which  isn't 
even  mentioned  in  this  plan.   There  are  no  BLM  semideveloped 
campgrounds.   According  to  the  1983  Idaho  State  Comprehensive 
Outdoor  Recreation  Plan  (SCORP) ,  Owyhee  County  alone  will  have 
projected  needs  for  701  additional  campsites  by  the  year  2000, 
well  within  the  projected  life  of  this  Plan.   FLPMA  specifically 
requires  every  effort  to  comply  with  such  State  government 
recreation  plans.   How  does  this  Draft  Plan  make  any  effort  to 
meet  this  legal  requirement?   Please  give  a  specific  answer  to 
this  question  in  your  Final  Plan. 

There  is  certainly  not  a  lot  of  money  in  BLM'e  budget  for 
campground  creation.   There  i_s  a  lot  of  money  for  range 
improvements.   While  BLM  is  awaiting  funding  for  developed 
campgrounds,  it  must  meet  its  share  of  this  large  anticipated 
need  for  campsites  by  using  range  improvement  funds  to  control 
movement  of  livestock  for  multiple  use  purposes  (PRIA).   Five- 
acre  areas  at  currently  used  campsites,  and  at  promising  sites 
for  future  campsites,  should  be  fenced  off  from  all  cattle  and 
sheep  grazing,  with  cat tie guards  at  entrances.   Simple  signing 
and  fencing  are  sufficient  for  the  present — although  funds  must 
be  sought  for  developed  recreation  sites.   Such  fencing  can  and 
should  be  integrated  with  plans  to  fence  off  riparian  areas. 

Simply  saying  that  SRMA's  will  be  created  in  a  few  places  is 
not  enough.   This  final  Plan  needs  specific  language  that  meets 
the  SCORP-identif ied  campsite  need.   A  few  places  that  could 
support  good  campsites  are  Bennett  Hills,  East  Fork  Jarbidge  roadhead,  Brune 
Canyon  where  it  enters  the  valley,  Clover  Crossing,  several  Birds 
of  Prey  sites,  Snake  River  above  King  Hill,  and  a  lot  of  places  I 
haven't  been — not  to  mention  campsites  near  ORV  areas. 

Simply  saying  that  areas  are  campgrounds  is  not  enough.   The 
Final  Plan  must  call  for  them  to  be  fenced  off,  with  easy  access 
over  cattleguards,  and  not  grazed  ever. 
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In  summary,  let  me  conclude  that  when  land  is  locked  up,  it  takes  an  Act  of 
Congress  to  change  it.  Threefore,  these  deicsions  as  you  have  addressed  in 
vour  Resource  Management  Plan  have  been  made  in  haste,  with  little  regard  to 
previous  studies  already  made  concerning  this  area. 

I   respectfully  submit  to  you   these  comments   in   hopes  that  you  might  reconsider 
your  preferred  alternative. 

Sincerely, 

A   CONCERNED/IDAHO)  CITIZEN 


RQ/lq 


RANDY   QUlVjLt' 


I 


Your  analysis  of  recreation  use  levels  under  the  various 
alternatives  is  severely  flawed.   Please  cite  one  professional 
pamper  that  says  that,  no  matter  how  lousy  the  ecological 
condition  of  the  land,  and  no  matter  how  many  acres  are 


transferred  out  of  publi  c  ownership ,  recreation  use  in  a  region  Z-? 
will,  remai n  exa-'t  1  y  t h e  sae-  ;;  uat,  r  e c a u s  e  a  pro;  ec  t  j  oa  s a y  s  so 
for  an  entire  state .   It  is  much  more  likely  that  under 
Alternative  C,  with  a  31%  increase  in  grazing  on  5%  less  land, 
recreational  attractiveness  of  the  area  will  be  much  lower  than 
under  Alternative  D,  with  "only"  15%  more  grazing  on  the  same 
amount  of  land.   The  increased  presence  of  cattle  on  the  land, 
with  their  fecal  pollution,  greatly  detracts  from  recreational 
use.   Recreation  use  figures  should  be  adjusted  at  least  25%  up 
for  Alternative  D  above  Alternative  C. 

I  have  a  few  more  general  comments.   I  support  the  Committee 
for  Idaho ' s  High  Desert ' s  wilderness  recommendations,  for 
wilderness  for  340,000  acres  of  canyon  and  plateau.   Canyon 
scenery  is  best  appreciated  from  canyon  rims.   There  are  already 
all  the  vehicle-accessible  overlooks  in  non-wilderness  settings 
that  anyone,  even  the  elderly,  could  want.   Seedings  and 
vegetation  areas  in  poor  condition,  when  viewed  from  one  rim, 
detract  from  the  canyon  views.   These  seen  areas  on  plateaus 
should  be  made  wilderness.   Further,  the  wildlife  areas  on  the 
plateau  adjacent  to  canyons  need  wilderness  protection. 

I  also  support  wilderness  for  the  King  Hill  area.  Super 
wildlife  and  hiking  country  which  will  fill  a  need  for  desert 
wilderness  close  to  Boise. 

I  urge  that  you  pay  very  careful  attention  to  the  needs  of 
bighorn  sheep,  especially  in  the  Salmon  Falls  Creek  and  East  Fork 
Jarbidge  areas.   Both  these  areas  are  due  for  greater 
appreciation  by  the  public.   Bighorns  will  only  add  to  their 
glory.   Bighorns  in  these  areas  can  coexist  with  humans  if  nearby 
plateau  lands  are  also  protected. 

I  continue  to  support  Wild  and  Scenic  River  status  for  the 
Bruneau-Jarbidge  system. 

Bring  back  the  Jarbidge  elk.   We  need  data  on  how  elk  behave 
on  a  complete,  pristine,  mountain-desert  summer-winter 
ecosystem. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  Draft  Plan. 
Please  make  the  necessary  adjustments  on  your  recreation  numbers 
and  plans.   People  are  not  far  from  realizing  just  how  special 
this  high  desert  country  is.   They  will  need  facilities  and  help 
as  they  learn  to  recreate  in  it. 

Sincerely, 


125 


Sheldon  Bluestein 
Box  1852 
Boise  ID  83701 
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District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Manager 
3948  Development  Avenu 
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Gary  Carson 

Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Boise  District  Office 

3948  Development  Avenue 

Boise,  Idaho  83705 
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I  would  like  to  add  to  my  testimony  given  at  Three  Creek  with 
the  following  comments  on  the  Draft  Jarbi  dge  RMP-E IS. 

1)  AUM  figures  in  Appendix  table  F-4  on  page  F— 10  for 
allotment  1050  do  not  match  the  area    shown  on  map  3-3  grazing 
allotments.   Either  the  AUM  figure  should  be  raised  to  correspond 
to  the  area    show   on  the  map  or  the  areas  AUM's   not  included 
should  be  broken  out  in  a  seperate  allotment  and  be  shown  with  its 
appr opr l at e  AUMs . 

2)  Maintenance  of  sagebrush  on  existing  vegatative 
manipulation  projects  should  be  allowed  and  is  so  stated  in  the 
EIS.   However,  in  the  RMP  in  MUA  15  it  is  not  listed  as  an 

ob  j  ec  t  lve?  in  that  area    as  it  is  in  some  of  the  other  MUA '  s .   There 
are    vegatative  manipulation  projects  in  that  area    that  are    in  need 
of  brush  control  or  some  seedings  will  be  lost  to  invading 
sagebrush.   Maintenance  of  existing  projects  should  be  an 
objective  in  MUA  15.  ^ 

3)  Wildlife  papulation  levels  and  consistency  with  other 
plans.   Page  95  -  Wildlife  -  The  actions  outlined  in  the  plan  are 
con si  stent  with  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  Department '  s  big  game 
population  goals  and  the  fisheries  arrangement  plan.   There 
appears  to  be  a  discrepancy  between  the  Idaho  Department  of  Fish 
and  Game  population  goals  for  1985  in  their  Big  Game  Management 
Plan  and  the  population  levels  used  in  the  RMP. 

For  example,  the  goal  for  antelope  in  the  Big  Game  Management 
plan  for  Unit  46  and  47  is  215  head  by  1985.   The  current 
popul  at  l  on  1 evel  s  used  in  the  RMP  are    225  in  inside  desert ,  150 
west  devils,  25  east  devils,  and  650  in  the  Jarbidge  foo thills  for 
a  total  of  1050  antelope.   2150  is  considerably  different  from 
1050. 

Different  boundary  lines  between  BLM  and  Fish  and  Game 
planning  units  make  direct  comparison  more  difficult.   For 
example,  the  portion  of  MUA  1 0  -  east  of  the  Jarbidge  rim  is  in 
units  46  and  47  and  if  antelope  for  that  area,    were  included  the 
105, 

Nevada  strip 

the  1050  figure  to  be  lower.   1050  i 
the  reasonable  number  in  twenty  year 

The  point  is,  the  totals  for  the 
and  it  is  a  distortion  of  the  figures  to  say  that  these  two  plans 
are    consistant. 

The  same  sort  of  escalation  of  numbers  also  appear  to  be  true 


1 l sted  as  the  current  number 

is  listed  as  1890. 

reas  are    vastly  different 


12.1. 


Dear  Mr.  Carson: 

We  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  for  the 
Jarbidge  Resource  Management  Plan.  The  DEIS  analyzes  four  alternative 
plans  for  managing  1,690,473  acres  of  public  land  in  southwestern  Idaho. 

Under  the  preferred  alternative  the  DEIS  states  that  livestock  levels 
would  increase  by  66  percent  over  current  levels.  Also,  1,086  acres 
will  be  available  for  timber  harvests.  The  Final  EIS  should  explain 
whether  water  quality  standards  are  currently  being  met  and  how  water 
quality  standards  compliance  will  be  affected  by  each  alternative.  The 
DEIS  states  that  water  quality  will  be  monitored  for  mining  and  forestry 
activities.  Water  quality  should  be  monitored  for  grazing  activities  as 
well.  The  Final  EIS  should  identify  the  parameters  to  be  evaluated  and 
frequency  of  sampling.  Also,  how  will  the  monitoring  information  be 
used  to  make  changes  in  management  practices  if  standards  are  being 
threatened? 

Based  on  our  review,  we  have  rated  this  DEIS  LO  (Lack  of  Objections)  in 
accordance  with  our  responsibility  under  Section  309  of  the  Clean  Air  Act 
to  determine  whether  the  environmental  impacts  of  proposed  Federal  actions 
are  acceptable  in  terms  of  public  health,  welfare  and  environmental  quality. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  this  report.  Should  you  wish  to 
discuss  our  comments,  please  contact  Wayn«  Elson  of  the  EIS  and  Energy 
Review  Section,  at  (206)  442-1828. 

Sincerely, 

Robert  S.  Burd 
Director,  Water  Division 

cc:  100 

FSWS,  Boise 
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for  bi ghorn  sheep  only  not  in  the  magnitude  as  in  the  case  of 
antelope.   The  1985  goal  in  Idaho  Fish  and  Game's  Big  Game 
Management  Plan  for  unit  41  is  200,  for  unit  46  is  15,  and  0  for 
unit  47:   for  a  total  of  215.    The  population  levels  in  MUA  10  is 
208,  MUA15  is  56,  and  MUA  16  is  100  for  a  total  of  364.   Again  a 
considerable  difference  and  as  such  the  plans  are    not  consistant. 

I  suspect  that  when  the  new  big  game  management  pi ans  come 
out,  they  will  meet  and  probably  e;:ceed  the  wildlife  levels 
contained  in  the  EIS-RMP  and  the  spiral  will  continue. 

4)  I  woul d  like  to  hit  just  a  few  points  on  Bighorn  Sheep. 
Table  3-6.  page  3-11  lists  Bighorn  Sheep  habitat  by  MUA  and  by 
ecological  condition  class  for  a  total  of  59, 234  acres. 

Page  67  states  the  obj  ect l ve  is  to  protect  and  enhance  80, 994 
acres  of  bighorn  sheep  habitat  in  an  ACEC.   Those  two  di  f f erent 
habitat  acre    totals  appear  to  be  in  conflict  with  each  other. 

At  one  of  the  open  houses,  I  asked  about  the  statement , "a 
separation  of  use  between  cattle  and  bighorn  will  be  maintained  by 
not  developing  livestock  water  sources  within  one  mile  of  bighorn 
habitat".   That  sounded  like  pretty  strong  language  but  the 
response  was  that,  among  other  things,  this  was  neccesary  to 
conform  with  other  plans. 

In  looking  at  the  other  EIS  in  the  Boise  District,  the  1980 
Owyhee  EIS  on  page  3—13  states  "Bighorn  use  is  1 ar gly  con fin ed  to 
the  canyons  and  adjacent  plateau  up  to  one  mile  from  the  canyon 
rims".   In  1982  Bruneau-Kuna  EIS  final  on  page  19  says,  "a 
seperat i  on  of  use  between  cattle  and  bighorns  woul d  be  mai ntained 
by  not  developing  livestock  water  sources  within  bighorn  habitats 
unless  the  potential  adverse  impact  to  big  horn  sheep  can  be 
avoided  or  mitigated".   Then  in  June  1983  in  the  Bruneau-k.una  land 
use  deci  si ons  summary  and  r angel  and  program  summary,  habitat  acres 
increase  from  93,500  acres  in  the  final  EIS  to  165,817  and  big- 
horn numbers  increase  from  420  to  640.   Then  August  1984  in  the 
Jarbidge  EIS-RMP  lists  the  special  management  requirement,  "a 
seperat i on  of  use  between  cattle  and  bighorn  will  be  maintained  by 
not  developing  li vestock  water  sources  within  one  mile  of  bighorn 
habi  tat " . 

The  only  thing  consistant  with  this  is  the  continued 
escalation  of  potential  bighorn  sheep  habitat,  ever  higher 
papulation  1 evel s, and  more  stringent  restrictions  on  other  uses 
such  as  1 i  vestock  graring.lt  has  gone  from  a  situation  of  very 
little  conflict  between  bighorned  sheep  and  cattle  to  a 
conclusion  that  there  must  be  a  seperation  of  use  between  bighorn 
sheep  and  cattle. 

It  would  appear  that  the  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  Dept.  and  the  BLM 
are    engaging  in  an  unending  spiral  of  more  acres  of  habi tat ,  ever 
higher  numbers  of  Bighorn  sheep  and  are    all  the  time  trying  to  out 
promise  each  other. 

What  was  generally  wide-spread  support  for  a  popular  program 
is  turning  into  a  threatening  conflict  without  the  benefit  of 
conducive  scientific  evidence. 

Again,  thank-you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment.   I  look 
forward  to  a  final  copy  that  we  can  all  live  with. 
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January    4,     1985 


Mr .     Mar  t  in    Zimmer 
Di  Etr  ic  t    Manager 
Boise    District    Office 
Bureau    of    Land    Management 
3948    Development     Avenue 
Boise,     Idaho      83705 

Re:       SAI    NV    #85300018  Project:     Draft    Jarbidge    RMP    EIS 

Dear    Mr .     Zimmer: 

At  tac  hed  are  the  comments  from  the  Nevada  De  par  trnen  t  of 
Wildlife  and  the  Division  of  State  Parks  concerning  the  above 
r  efer enc  ed    proj  ec  t . 

These  comments  constitute  the  State  Clearinghouse  review  of 
this  proposal  as  per  Executive  Order  12372.  Please  a.idress  these 
comments    or    concerns    in    your     final    decision. 

Sing,erel  y ,  . 


H    li  IC'd^ 


y 


John    R.    Wal ker ,    Coord  in a  tor 
State    Clearinghouse,    0CS/SP0C 


JBH/11 
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Linda  A.  Ryan,  Director 
Office  of  Community  Services 
State  Clearinghouse 
1100  East  William,  Suite  109 
Carson  City,  NV  89710 

Dear  Linda: 

We  appreciate  your  commitment  to  keep  our  Department  informed  and  the 
opportunity  provided  for  input  on  the  Draft  Jarbidge  RHP  and  EIS  (SAI  NV 
#85300018).  Our  comments  are  brief  and  very  general  because  in  our  review  of 
the  plan  it  was  difficult  to  assess  specific  impacts  or  actions  that  would 
affect  just  those  portions  of  the  resource  area  in  Nevada.  Only  45,075  acres, 
out  of  a   resource  area  total  of  1,690,473  acres,  are  in  Nevada. 

Wildlife  resource  concerns  have  generally  been  adequately  identified  and 
addressed  in  the  draft  document.  We  feel  the  objectives  in  MIIA's  15  and  16 
for  full  fire  suppression,  designation  of  a  bighorn  ACEC,  riparian  protection 
on  Spring  Creek  and  Cherry  Creek,  and  no  increase  of  AUM's  on  crucial  mule 
deer  winter  range  are  strono  commitments  for  wildlife.  We  did  notice  that 
management  prescription  for  Ml'A-15  stated  the  objective  to  manage  big  game 
habitat  to  support  1,500  mule  deer.   In  our  previous  input  we  did  identify 
that  area  to  have  current  winter  use  of  1,200  and  a  projected  reasonable 
number  of  2,400.  Was  the  reasonable  number  not  accepted  or  was  there  an 
adjustment  to  account  for  private  land' 

We  felt  the  Resource  Management  Guidelines  pertaining  to  wildlife  were 
verv  comprehensive  and  set  some  firm  commitments  for  wildlife.  We  do  have 
some  concerns  with  portions  of  the  overall  plan,  but  we  feel  that  most  of  them 
car  be  resolved  through  specific  activity  or  project  planning. 


the 


If  you  have  a  need  for  further  input 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  us. 


have  anv  questions  or  comments, 


WILLIAM  A.  MOLINI,  DIRECTOR 
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District  Manager 
BLM,  Boise  District 
3948  Development  Ave. 
Boise,  Id.  83705 

Dear   Mr.   Ziminer, 

The  Idaho  Wool  Growers  Association  is  appreciative  of  this 
opportunity  to  submit  comments  regarding  the  Draft  Jarbidge  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  August  1984. 

The  comments  from  this  Association  will  be  broad  in  scope  leaving  the 
more  detailed  and  in-depth  concerns  to  be  addressed  by  those  members 
of  this  Association  who  actually  live  and/or  depend  on  this  area  as 
an  integral  part  of  their  livlihood.   It  is  these  people  who  will  be 
most  affected  by  the  decisions  made  in  the  final  document.   We  urge 
the  BLM  Boise  district  to  work  closelv  with  these  people,  to  address 
their  concerns  and  to  reach  agreements  with  them  prior  to  the 
release  of  the  final  document. 

The  document  addresses  the  exchange  of  lands  between  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  and  the  State  of  Idaho.   This  Association  is  opposed 
to  any  exchange  of  lands  until  several  areas  of  concern  are 
addressed.   These  include: 

1)  The  difference  in  grazing  fee  rates  between  BLM  and  state  managed 
lands.   Because  of  the  economics  of  the  livestock  industry  the  past 
few  years,  many  operations  would  not  be  able  to  continue  if  they  v/cre 
to  suddenly  possess  a  large  amount  of  state  lands  in  their  operations 
where  before  they  were  BLM  lands.   Many  operations  have  a  very 
delicate  economic  balance  that  has  been  developed  over  many  years. 

If  the  Bureau  is  to  proceed  with  the  blocking  of  lands,  close 
consultation  with  those  affected  permittees  will  be  necessary  with 
some  plan  to  address  the  economic  hardships  placed  on  permittees  to 
be  in  place. 

2)  BLM  permits  have  tenure  whereas  state  permits  do  not.   Permittees 
of  state  lands  find  their  permits  put  up  for  conflict  bid  which  could 
jeopordize  the  entire  operation  if  the  permit  in  question  is  the  key 
range  to  the  operation. 


STATE  CLEARINGHOUSE 
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Attoched  for  review  end  comment  Is  a  copy  of  the  afor. 

1)  the  program' s  effect  on  your  plans  end  programs; 

2)  the  Importance  of  Its  contribution  to  State  and/or  ereewlde  goals  end  objectives; 

3)  Its  accord  with  any  applicable  law,  order  or  regulation  with  which  you  ore  famtllai 

4 )  add  1 1 1  on  a I  cons  I derat I  on  s . 
PLEASE  SuWIT  TOUR  COMMENTS  NO  LATER  THAN   (see  below) .  write  out  your  comments  If  applicable, 

k  the  appropriate  box  below  and  return  the  form  to  this  office.   PLEASE  DO  SO  EVEW  IF  TOU  HATE  NO  COOCKT 
project  so  that  we  may  complete  our  processing.   If  you  are  unable  to  comment  by  the 
hlfy  this  office  Immediately. 


on  this  pan 
prescribed  date,  pi 


THIS  SECTION  TO  BE  COMPLETED  BT  REVIEWING  AGENCT: 

No  comment  on  tt>ts  project 

Proposal  supported  as  written 

Additional  Information  (see  below) 


Conference  desired  (see  below) 

___  Conditional  support  (outlined  below) 

Dlsapprovol/denlel  of  funding 

(must  specify  reason  below) 


NOTE:   We  will  probably  discuss  this  document  when  we  meet 
in  October  to  review  the  Caliente  Draft  Wilderness 
EIS. 

Nevada  State  Parks  can  support  Alternative  C  for  the  Jarbridge  RMP/EIS  because 
it  is  the  most  positive  alternative  for  the  areas  of;  grazing,  hunting,  wildlife 
management,  and  recreation.   According  to  SCORP  these  are  areas  of  high  concern 
for\Nevada/-nnd  it's  residents. 


r^Nevada^nnd  it's  residi 

hn  Ricrtardson,  Administrator 
Nevada  Dil/ision  of  State  Parks 
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3)   BLM  permits  generally  possess  greater  economic  value  than  state 
permits.   This  is  primarily  due  to  the  tenure  aspect  of  BLM  permits. 
Many  livestock  operations  reflect  this  permit  value  on  their 
financial  statements  in  order  to  secure  their  annual  operating  loans. 
A  change  in  this  permit  value  could  drastically  affect  monies 
available  to  livestock  operations  from  lending  institutions. 

This  Association  is  concerned  with  the  94,199  acres  proposed  in 
preferred  alternative  C  as  wilderness.   Wilderness  simply  does  not 
permit  sound  and  proven  range  management  techniques  to  be  employed. 
It  will  limit  historic  use  of  the  area  and,  because  of  the  terrain, 
will  be  virtually  impossible  to  enforce.   Many  roads  are  in  existence 
in  the  proposed  wilderness  areas  that  are  regularly  used  by  the 
public  as  well  as  permittees.   The  terrain  of  Lins  area  is  such  tha.. 
extensive  planning  and  road  work  was  not  necessary  to  keep  these 
roads  useable.   In  many  cases  these  roads  have  been  termed  "ways"  by 
the  Bureau  thus  allowing  the  area  to  be  considered  for  wilderness 
designation.   This  Association  urges  the  Bureau  to  study  in-depth  the 
many  "ways"  these  proposed  wilderness  areas  possess  and  the  value 
they  have  to  the  public  and  permittees  of  the  area.   Noxious  weed 
control  is  a  major  concern  to  those  entities  involved  in  the  health 
of  our  public  rangelands.   Wilderness  designation  would  not  allow  a 
comprehensive  and  effective  weed  control  program  to  be  employed. 

The  Environmental  Impact  Statement  dwells  extensively  on  game  animals 
in  regards  to  present  number  and  goals.   The  document,  however,  does 
not  explore  the  contribution  private  lands  in  the  area  provide  to  the 
wildlife  populations.   No  A.U.M.  figure  is  given  for  forage  consumed 
by  game  animals  on  private  lands. 

The  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  page  3-10  states  "there  is  a 
proposal  by  the  Nevada  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  to  reestablish 
elk  in  Nevada  on  the  Humboldt  National  Forest."  This  Association 
questions  whether  an  elk  herd  was  ever  "established"  in  the  Jarbidge 
Resource  area  and  would  oppose  such  reintroduction  where  the  Jarbidge 
Resource  area  would  be  required  to  provide  habitat.   The  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game's  "Plan  for  Managing  Idaho's  Mule  Deer 
Resources  1981-1985"  states  "the  winter  range  in  Unit  47  called  the 
Big  Island  is  in  generally  poor  condition.   Large  number  of  deer 
migrate  out  of  Nevada  to  the  Big  Island  range  but  the  exact  origin  of 
this  herd  is  largely  unknown." 

The  plan  indicates  the  current  habitat  in  this  area  has  largely 
reached  its  carrying  capacity  with  only  marginal  mule  deer  population 
increases  called  for  between  1981  and  1985.   To  introduce  an  elk  herd 
in  this  area  will  only  compete  with  the  existing  mule  deer  population 
and  would  most  likely  cause  damage  to  privately  owned  resources. 


Phone  Date 
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In  general,  this  Association,  and  its  members  dependent  on  the 
Jarbidge  resource  area,  have  found  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Management 
Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  to  be  a  most  confusing 
document.   It  is  not  well  organized  with  many  ambigious  and  open 
ended  statements  present. 

Again,  to  obtain  the  best  plan  possible  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
is  urged  to  work  with  the  permittees  involved  with  this  area.   These 
families,  many  of  them  second  and  third  generations  involved  with  the 
area,  know  the  land,  have  cared  for  it,  and  are  willing  to  work  with 
the  Bureau  to  the  benefit  of  all  involved. 


II  Le.si  ""-Mderr 
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November  26,  15 


Martin  J.  Zimmer 

District  Manager,  Boise  District 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

3948  Development  Ave. 

Boise,  Idaho   83705 
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Re: 


Draft  Jarbidge  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental 
Impact  Statement,  August  1984 


131.1 


Dear  Joe: 

The  Idaho  Wildlife  Federation  (IWF)  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment 
upon  the  Draft  Jarbidge  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (Jarbidge  RMP/EIS).  IWF  has  a  keen  and  abiding  interest  in  the 
public  land  and  its  resources  as  embraced  in  the  some  2,100,519  acre  Jar- 
bidge Resource  Area  (Jarbidge  RA) .  It  is  our  earnest  desire  that  any  man- 
agement proposal  applicable  to  these  lands,  their  resources,  and  dependent 
life  forms  is  truly  one  that  will  serve  the  public's  interest,  today  and 
tomorrow.  Unfortunately,  we  find  the  Jarbidge  RMP/EIS  seriously  flawed  in 
content,  preferred  management  alternative,  and  assessment  of  impact(s)  rel- 
ative to  achieving  truly  public  interest  management  of  the  public  lands  within 
the  Jarbidge  RA. 

We  respectfully  ask  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  step  back  and 
look  at  what  they  propose,  the  land  and  its  various  resources,  and  the  equally 
various  publics  those  lands  and  resources  serve,  today  and  tomorrow.  The 
Jarbidge  RMP/EIS  is  a  land  allocation  procedure  and  document.  It  does  not, 
perhaps  cannot,  go  into  infinite  detail  of  the  allocation  process,  but  suf- 
ficient detail  must  be  given  to  enable  those  who  review  the  process  (the 
public,  other  state  and  federal  agency  personnel,  etc.)  a  basis  upon  which 
to  make  their  judgment  call.  Thus 

-  We  commend  the  Multiple  Use  Areas  (MUAs)  and  Management  Prescription 
approach  as  means  to  present  information.  However,  little  data  is 
presented  in  the  document  text  and  appendices  to  substantiate  the 
"Objectives,"  "Multiple  Use  and  Transfer  Area  Classes,"  "Actions" 
proposed.  In  effect  we  are  asked  to  take  that  which  is  presented  on 


Martin  J.  Zimmer 
November  26,  1984 
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November  27,  1984 


Martin  J.  Zimmer 

District  Manager,  Boise  District 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Boise,  Idaho   83705 
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Re: 


Draft  Jarbidge  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental 
Impact  Statement,  August  1984 


Dear  Joe: 

I  request  the  attached  comments,  drafted  as  a  result  of  review  and  evaluation 
of  the  Draft  Jarbidge  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Statement, 
be  made  part  of  the  official  public  hearings/public  participation  record 
relative  to  this  document.  These  comments  are  submitted  on  behalf  of  the 
Idaho  Wildlife  Federation,  Idaho  Natural  Resources  Legal  Foundation,  and 
myself  as  interested  and  effected  parties  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's 
proposed  Jarbidge  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Sincerely, 


William  R.   Meiners,   Chairman 
Natural   Resources   Committee 


WRM:mjm 


Bill  Leisi ,  President,  IWF 

Russ  Heughins,  Vice  President,  IWF 

Ed  Stockly,  Executive  Director,  INRLF 
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faith.  To  do  so  is  to  rubber-stamp  the  material,  hardly  the  intent 
of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA),  the  National 
Environmental   Policy  Act  (NEPA)   or  other  applicable  law. 

-  We  find  the  "Resource  Management  Guidelines,"  pp  71-93,  as  no  more  than 
rhetorical  promises,  an  enumeration  of  "good  intentions"  without  meaning. 
Put  another  way,  the  "guidelines"  provide  a  shopping  list  of  applicable 
activities  which  "may"  or  "will"  occur  at  some  point  in  time  or  under 
some  circumstance  -  an  open-ended  declaration  that  accomplishes  nothing. 
IWF,  and  we  believe  the  general  public,  wants  to  know  why,  what,  where, 
and  how  things  are  to  happen  on  a  definitive,   time-certain  basis. 

-  We  ask   that  BLM  value  the  wildlife  and  fish  and  other  public  land  re- 
sources on  an  equal   basis  with   livestock  grazing,  mineral,  agricultural 
or  other  development/exploitation  activity  in  the  identity,   assessment, 
and  economic  analysis  of  inherent  public   land   resource  values.     The 
document  looks  at  the  farm  and  ranch  communities,   but  nowhere  does   the 
document  explore  and  evaluate  the  wildlife  and   fish   (hunting  and   fishing), 
recreation,  watershed,   and  other  "goods  and  services"  derived  from  the 
public  land   in  any  like  manner.     This   is  strange  when  considering   that 
"recreation" is  among  the  top  activities  contributing  to  Idaho's  economic 
health  while  water  is   taken  for  granted  and  never  "valued"   in  its   critical 
role  and  contribution  to  domestic,   urban,   industrial   as  well   as  agri- 
cultural  uses   (perhaps  an  area  of  public   land  requires  designation  as 

a  watershed  due  its  critical    role  in  water  yield,  water  quality,  aquifer 
recharge  capabilities). 

-  We  ask   that  BLM  recognize  that  wildlife  (fish,   too)   is   first  in  time  and 
use  of  the  land   (habitat)   and  that  man's  appropriation,   conversion,   or 
destruction  of  land   (habitat)   necessary  to  sustain  diverse  and  viable 
populations  of  wildlife  and  fish  has  and  is   resulting  in  extirpation  and/or 
reduced  wildlife  and   fish   resources.     All   the  while  livestock  numbers 

and  grazing  scenarios  have  been  given  free  rein   (as  aided  and  abetted  by 
BLM  and/or  other  federally-funded  activities)   in  usurpation  and  direct 
competition  (in  terms  of  space,   forage,  water,   and  cover)   in   land  al- 
location and  use.     The  Jarbidge  RMP/EIS  further  institutionalizes   these 
processes.     The  document  does   propose  "areas  of  critical   environmental 
concern"   (a  commendable  proposal)   in  recognition  of  certain  problems, 
but  ignores   the  larger  issue  of  wildlife  and   fish  management  in  terms  of 
forage  allocation  and  assurance  of  yearlong  habitat  requirements. 

-  We  ask  BLM  to  consider  well    their  projected  land  transfer(s)   (and  recog- 
nize that  such  classification  and   transfer  of  lands   from  public   to  pri- 
vate ownership  posses  serious  doubt  as   to  whether  said  transfer(s) 
serve  the  "national    interest"  as   required  by   FLPMA,  Section  102(a). 
Such   land   transfer(s)  must  be  viewed  relative  to  critical   and  declining 
water  resources,  economic   return   to  and  stability  of  Idaho's   farming 
community  and   impact  (on-site  and  off-site,   immediate  and  cumulative) 
upon  wildlife  and   fish  resources,   energy  resources,  designated  wild 

and  scenic  rivers  and  other  public  resources  and  values.  BLM  cannot 
shirk  these  responsibilities  in  allocation  of  resources  as  is  done  in 
the  RMP  Plan/EIS. 


ithll.,1,,1  ,,,lll  III, 
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We  ask  BLM  to  be  up-front  in  their  portrayal  of  implementation  of 
Alternative  C  and  its  livestock  grazing  program.  That  is: 

1)  What  are  the  parameters  of  the  program,  what  is  going  to  happen 
where,  when,  and  why? 

2)  What  are  the  anticipated  impacts  upon  other  resource  values  in 
both  the  near  and  long  term,  immediately  and  cumulatively? 

3)  What  are  the  anticipated  costs  of  the  program  and,  really, 

who  benefits? 

4)  Provide  a  clear  emphasis  and  explanation  of  the  fact  that  the 
proposed  management  scenario  results  in  no  significant  improvement 
in  range  conditions  twenty  (20)  years  hence  from  that  now  evident 
within  the  Jarbidge  RA. 
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( 3 /- y  or  other  public   funds.     And,   that  the  primary,  even  sole  bene- 

ficiary of  this  public  largess   are   those  livestock  operators 
currently  licensed  to  graze  their  livestock  in  the  Jarbidge  RA 
and  at  a  fee  of  some   $1.37  per  animal   unit  month. 

6)     Provide  a  clear  emphasis  and  explanation  of  why  it  is  prudent  and 
in  the  public   interest  for  BLM  to  implement  Alternative  C  (or 
any  similar  alternative  for  increased   forage  production   to  ac- 
commodate livestock  grazing)  when: 

a)  the  current  preference  of  livestock  operators   licensed   to 
graze  livestock  within  the  Jarbidge  RA  is   166,586  animal 
units   (AJMs)   use, 

b)  the   "average"  5  year  use  by  these  licensed  operators   is 
163,477  AUMs  use,  and 

c)  the  Jarbidge  RMP/EIS,  Appendix  Table  F-l ,  shows  present 
vegetative  production  for  all   MUAs   totals  some  261,439  AUMs. 

It  seems   that  present   forage  production  is  more  than  adequate  to  ac- 
commodate current  preference.     And,   perhaps,  with  modest  realignment  of 
131   \Q       "management"   and  investment  of  funds,   the  current  preference  could  be 
accommodated  without  invoking  Alternative  C  or  similar  scenario.     Why 
was   not  this  addressed  as  an  alternative  in  the  Jarbidge  RMP/EIS? 

It  is  imperative  that  public  land  resource  allocation,   the  Jarbidge  RMP/EIS 
in  this  instance,  fully  identifies,  addresses,  and  assesses  the  public  land 
and   its  resources  equally  in  their  capability  and  contribution   to  accommodate 
and  serve  the  public  good.     There  is  always  time  to  exploit  resources,  but 
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there  will  be  no  second  chance  to  reconsider  those  resources  lost  in  the  rush 
to  develop  and  exploit  the  public  lands.  IWF  sees  the  Draft  Jarbidge  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  as  not  serving  the  public 
good.  Our  review  of  the  document  results  in  the  concerns,  as  have  been  enum- 
erated, and  as  further  portrayed  in  the  following  text. 

I.  THF  JARBIDGE  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 
STATEMENt~BOES  NOT  ADDRESS  ALL  REQUIREMENTS  OF  THE  FEDERAL  LAND 
POLICY  AND  MANAGEMENT  ACT . 

The  thrust  of  the  document  with  its  selection  of  Alernative  C  as  the 
preferred  alternative  ignores  full  consideration  and  assessment  of  resources 
within  the  Jarbidge  RA.  Alternative  C  is  no  more  than  a  programmed  exploi- 
tation of  the  public's  land  and  its  resources.  The  public's  interest  receives 
little  more  than  token  consideration.  It  is,  instead,  prostrated  to  the  ac- 
commodation of  agricultural,  mineral,  and  livestock  development  and  exploi- 
tation. This  is  done,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  document  documents 
well  the  hazard(s)  and  folly  of  such  development  and  exploitation.  This 
thrust  and  accommodation  is  no  surprise,  however,  when  viewed  relative  to 
the  goal  of  the  Jarbidge  RMP  as  stated  at  p  19. 

A.  The  Jarbidge  RMP/EIS  fails  to  implement  multiple  use. 

1.  The  Jarbidge  RMP/EIS  "Goal"  fails  the  definition  of  multiple 
use  as  set  forth  in  the  FLPMA,  Section  103(c).  Multiple  use,  as  defined 
in  FLPMA,  embraces  a  range  of  consideration(s)  and  use(s)  that  may  bear  on 

public  land  management  with  a  concluding  statement  as  follows:  " and 

harmonious  and  coordinated  management  of  the  various  resources  without  perm- 
anent impairment  of  the  productivity  of  the  land  and  the  quality  of  the  en- 
vironment with  consideration  being  given  to  the  relative  values  of  the  resources 
and  not  necessarily  to  the  combination  of  uses  that  will  give  the  greatest 
economic  return  or  the  greatest  unit  output." 

The  RMP,  as  has  been  demonstrated  in  prior  text,  does  not  achieve  this 
mandate  nor,  for  that  matter,  does  the  EIS.   In  fact,  the  EIS  at  p  1-1  would 
seem  to  contradict  the  RMP  at  p  19.  The  EIS,  in  discussing  "Purpose  and  Need" 
is  more  acceptable  to  achieving  what  is  mandated  by  FLPMA.  The  RMP  "Goal" 
is  totally  unacceptable  as  it  portrays  a  completely  commodity-oriented  land 
allocation  process.   In  any  event  the  Jargidge  RMP/EIS  requires  restructuring 
of  its  goals,  purpose,  and/or  need  to  fulfill  the  requirements  of  FLPMA. 

2.  The  Jarbidge  RMP/EIS  does  not  meet  the  mandate  nor  criteria  out- 
lined for  development  and  revision  of  land  use  plans  as  found  in  FLPMA,  Section 
202(c).   Items: 

a.  Although  watershed  is  deemed  a  multiple  use  under  FLPMA, 
the  Jarbidge  RMP/EIS  is  essentially  silent  on  this  matter  relative  to  quality, 
yield,  time  of  release,  surface/subsurface  flow,  aquifer  recharge,  etc., 
associated  with  implementation  of  the  Jarbidge  RMP/EIS  and  its  impact  upon 
watershed  functions/water  factors  as  enumerated.  BLM  activities  surely  impact 
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upon  water  quality,  yield,  time  of  release,  etc.  Likewise,  such  activities 
impact  rates  of  infiltration,  overland  flow  -  surface  and  groundwater  yield 
and  flow.  This  is  a  factor  of  immense  economic  importance  overlooked  in  the 
document.   Furthermore,  BLM  cannot  shirk  its  responsibilities  in  assessing 
the  impact  of  oroposed  land  transfers  (Alternatives  A,  B,  C,  and  0)  in  their 
effect  upon  available  water  resources,  well  and  stream  alike.  To  do  so  is 
to  deprive  the  public  means  to  grasp  the  significance  of  what  is  proposed  and 
to  weigh  options.  Therefore,  these  factors,  impacts,  and  values  require 
identity,  assessment,  tabulation,  and  presentation  in  the  document  for  com- 
parison, one  with  the  other,  and  in  comparison  of  other  public  land  resource 
values. 


by  FLPMA. 
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Like  watershed,  wildlife  and  fish  are   deemed  a  multiple  use 
receive  much  rhetoric,  but  little  substantive  attention  in 
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the  Jarbidge  RMP/EIS.  To  be  sure.  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 
(ACEC)  are  proposed  (this  is  commendable);  the  "Resource  Management  Guidelines," 
pp  80-86,  enumerate  many  promises;  and,  various  other  sections  of  the  document 
extoll  wildlife  and  fish  as  a  major  item  of  concern,  but  the  bottom  line  is 
that  precious  little  is  done  for  wildlife  and  fish.  Example:  animal  unit 
months  (AUMs)  or  forage  allocated  to  sustain  and  enhance  wildlife  in  the 
Jarbidge  Resource  Area  (Jarbidge  RA) ,  Table  2-5. 

Of  critical  concern  to  the  Idaho  Wildlife  Federation  is  the  matter  or 
determination  of  wildlife  number  and/or  population  estimates  and  projections 
applicable  to  the  some  2,100,519  acre  Jarbidge  RA.   It  is  a  fact  that  the 
Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  spent  much  time,  money,  and  effort  in  form- 
ulating their  big  game,  nongame,  waterfowl,  and  fisheries  management  plans. 
This  involved  much  public  input  and  participation  of  which  IWF  was  a  part. 
The  Jarbidge  RMP  at  page  95  asserts  that  the  actions  outlined  in  the  RMP 
are  consistent  with  the  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  population  goals 
and  fisheries  management  plan.  Questions:  What  are  such  goals  and  management 
plan  criteria?  How  does  the  RMP  meet,  modify,  or  ignore  such  goals  and  criteria? 

Table  4-1,  p  4-5,  is  titled  "Current  Big  Game  Populations  and  Reasonable 
Number  Goals."  Questions:  How  were  these  values  derived?  By  whose  definition 
or  decision  are  reasonable  numbers  decided?  How  does  this  relate  to  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game's  goals  and  plans?  And,  finally,  given  the  im- 
portance of  Idaho's  wildlife  and  fish  resources  in  their  contribution  to 
Idaho's  economy,  why  are  not  these  values  identified,  tabulated,  and  presented 
in  the  document  for  economic  and  option  comparisons  with  other  public  land 
resource  values  in  determination  of  an  appropriate  land  use  plan  in  the  public's 
interest? 

II.   THE  JARBIDGE  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

DOES  NOT  ADDRESS  ALL  REQUIREMENTS  OF  THE  PUBLIC  RANGELANDS  IMPROVEMENT  ACT. 

The  correlation  between  the  Public  Rangelands  Improvement  Act  (PRIA) 
and  FLPMA  escapes  BLM  in  the  Jarbidge  RMP/EIS.   PRIA,  in  many  respects  re- 
affirms, redirects,  or  extends  FLPMA  in  scope  and  application  to  management 
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of  the  public  land.  Drafting  of  a  plan  with  land  use  allocation  which  ignores 
this  mandate  is  not  acceptable. 

A.  The  Jarbidge  RMP/EIS  fails  to  implement  PRIA. 

1.  The  Jarbidge  RMP/EIS  ignores  PRIA,  Section  2(a),  (1)  and  (2). 
The  Jarbidge  RMP/EIS,  regardless  of  alternative  chosen,  Table  2-5,  pp  2-25 
through  2-28,  does  not  result  in  significant  rangeland  improvement  over  the 
twenty  (20)  year  planning  cycle.  To  be  sure,  greater  forage  production  is 
projected  as  predicated  upon  planned  brush  control,  seeding,  and  water/ 
fencing  activities,  but,  in  the  end,  nothing  really  changes  relative  to  the 
vast  majority  of  lands  involved.   Even  Alternative  D,  the  alternative  that 
"emphasizes  the  maximum  protection  of  the  non-commodity  resources"  is,  for 
all  practical  purposes  after  twenty  years  of  "management,"  the  same  as  the 
current  situation.  PRIA  envisions  more! 

One  could  cite  many  other  flaws  in  the  Jarbidge  RMP/EIS.  Noncompliance 
with  NEPA  has  been  demonstrated,  particularly  as  it  relates  to  full  disclosure 
of  all  resource  values  with  aporopriate  assessment  and  consideration  in  the 
decision-making  process.  Another  concern  (flaw)  is  the  use  of  procedures  and 
terminology  which  is  not  explained  in  either  terms  of  definition  or  rationale 
for  its  use,  i.e.,  the  allotment  categorization  (M.I.C.)  scenario.  At  p  3-7 
one  finds  the  process  has  been  completed  with  reference  to  Appendix  A  for 
presumably  definition  of  how,  who,  and  why  this  was  done.  Reference  to 
Appendix  A  reveals  nothing  about  M.I.C!  Table  F-4  does  indicate  where  M.I.C. 
falls,  but  beyond  that  M.I.C.  is  a  mystery. 

At  p  3-6  one  finds  the  statement  "Trend  information  is  lacking  on  most  of 
the  resource  area."  Surely  you  jest.  The  best,  indisputable  trend  data 
available  that  is  indelibly  marked  on  the  land  is  recorded  in  your  Table  2-5, 
p  2-25,  and  labeled  "Range  Ecological  Condition,  Current  Situation"  as: 
Excellent  2%,  Good  5«,  Fair  9%,   Poor  483;,  Burned  12%,  Seeded  22SS,  Msc.  2%. 
There  is  no  better  proof  of  the  pudding.  This  above  referenced  statement 
is  hokum  and  blatantly  misleading. 

Yet  another  blatantly  misleading  piece  of  material  is  found  at  p  F-5  and  is 
titled  "Short-Duration,  High-Intensity  Grazing."  This  is  not,  to  my  knowledge, 
an  accepted  grazing  system.  Such  a  "system"  used  out  of  the  context,  time 
constraints,  and  principles  of  Holistic  Resource  Management,  as  developed  by 
Allen  Savory,  assures  tragic  results  with  extensive  resource  degradation. 

Finally,  BLM  is  to  be  commended  in  its  development  of  data,  rationale,  and 
proposals  on  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern,  Special  Recreation 
Management  Area  -  Outstanding  Natural  Area,  Birds  of  Prey,  Wilderness  and 
other  special  management  areas.  This  is  a  step  in  the  right  direction. 
Question:  Are  they  large  enough  to  protect  the  areas  involved  and/or  sustain 
the  dependent  life  forms  within?  On  wilderness  a  very  good  case  has  been 
presented  to  justify  classification  of  the  total  acreages  with  no  manageability 
adjustments.   The  plateaus  adjacent  to  and  intermixed  with  the  canyons  are 
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a  unit,  an  ecological  unit  that  must  remain  a  unit  to  assure  continued 
viability  and  diversity  of  life  forms  and  life  systems  and  character  of  the 
canyon/plateau  complex.   Rim  to  rim  wilderness  is  not  biologically  sound. 

And,  one  final  comment  has  to  be  made  concerning  Alternative  Dl .  Again, 
you  must  jest.   Removal  of  all  livestock  from  the  Jarbidge  RA  is  not  practical 
or  reasonable,  therefore  warrants  little  comment.  However,  since  BLM  did 
propose  such  an  Alternative,  why  didn't  BLM  fully  explore  and  assess  and 
quantify  all  the  resources,  the  impacts,  and  the  data  base  resulting  from 
such  a  management  scenario?  Such  information  would  prove  invaluable  as 
baseline  data  for  comparison  and  judging  all  other  management  scenarios. 

In  conclusion,  the  Idaho  Wildlife  Federation  finds  the  Jarbidge  RMP/EIS 
unacceptable  in  its  present  form.   It  is  seriously  flawed,  Alternative  C 
does  not  serve  the  public  good.  Of  the  alternatives  presented.  Alternative 
0  is  the  most  palatable,  but  even  it  has  many  of  the  same  flaws  as  Alternative 
C.   It  does,  however,  have  the  potential  to  accommodate  the  current  preference 
of  licensed  livestock  operators  with,  no  doubt,  a  minimum  outlay  of  public 
monies  to  achieve  this  end.  Monies  saved,  therefore,  over  that  incurred 
through  implementation  of  Alternative  C  or  similar  scenario  hopefully  could 
be  used  to  realize  overall  improvement  of  the  rangeland  environment  in  the 
Jarbidge  RA  so  that  in  twenty  (20)  years  conditions  will  have  moved  up  the 
ecological  scale  in  a  far  greater  amount  than  is  projected  in  the  Jarbidge 
RMP/EIS. 

Sincerely, 

William  R.  Meiners,  Chairman 
Natural  Resources  Committee 
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Bill  Leisi ,  President,  1WF 
Russ  Heughins,  Vice  President,  IWF 
Ed  Stockly,  Executive  Director,  INRLF 
Johanna  Wald,  NRDC 
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January   18.    1985 


Gary  Carson 

Jarbrldge  Area  Manager 
Boise  District  Office, 
3948  Development  Ave. 
Boise,  Idaho  83705 

Dear  Mr.  Carson: 


"=»„ 


^^'^ 

The  location  of  special-use  lands  1n  the  Jarbrldge  Resource  Manage- 
ment Area  creates  a  seventy-two  (72)  mile  strip  that  cannot  be  transversed  by 
utility  lines.   If  the  (Preferred  Alternative)  1s  adopted,  1t  would  prohibit 
any  future  utility  lines  from  crossing  these  special-use  lands  between  the 
Snake  River  and  the  southern  Idaho  border.   Though  the  exact  determination  of 
where  and  when  a  utility  corridor  for  future  transmission  lines,  pipelines. 
etc.  has  not  been  decided,  we  request  that  a  corridor  through  this  area  be 
established  to  allow  for  future  transmission  line  requirements. 

In  1976  a  transmission  line  route  was  approved  by  the  Idaho  Dept.  of 
Parks  and  Recreation  and  the  U.S.  A1r  Force  for  Pacific  Power  &  Light 
Company's  Malln  to  Midpoint  500  kV  Line.   The  approximate  location  of  this 
line  1s  shown  on  the  attached  copy  of  Map  #2-2  of  the  "Jarbrldge  Resource 
Management  Plan".   Though  the  actual  line  was  built  to  the  north  of  Mountain 
Home,  Pacific  still  retains  right-of-way  easements  for  some  of  the  private 
lands  crossed  by  this  line  route.   This  line  route  could  be  a  viable  corridor 
for  utility  lines  1n  the  future.  Therefore,  we  recommend  that  a  utility 
corridor  be  Identified  and  established  to  allow  for  future  utility  line  needs. 

Sincerely, 


HCF:sb 
Attachment 


%faa^C7^ 


Howard  C.  Ferris 
Transmission  Design 
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Harold   C.   Miles-Chairman-Energy  4  Natural  Resources   Committee 

Tdaho  CONSUMER  AFFAIRS,  INC. 

—  AS FILIATTL  OF  CONSUMER  FEDERATION  OF  AMERICA 

316  Fifteenth  Avenue   South,    Nampa,   Idaho  8365I 
TELEPHONE   208  /  333XKSX   466-4152 

November  26,  1984 


Mr,  Martin  Zimmer,  District  Manager 
Mr.  Gary  Carson,  Jarbridge  Area  Manager 
Boise  District  Off ion,  BLM 
3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  Idaho  83705 

Gentlemen: 

May  IDAHO  CONSUMER  AFFAIRS,  INC.  take  this  opportunity  to  thank  all  the  BLM 
individuals  who  were  responsible  for  preparing  the  DRAFT-JARBRIDGE  RESOURCE  MANAGE- 
MENT PLAN  AND  its  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT?   In  the  main,  it  is  an  excellent 
presentation  of  a  complicated  and  complex  subject  greatly  affecting  many  aspects  of 
Southern  Idaho's  natural  resources  as  they  affect  Southern  Idaho's  diverse  human  pop- 
ulation's needs,  requirements  and  desires. 

Anticipating  a  limited  time  to  present  testimony  at  this  hearing,  we  will  limit 
this  presentation  to  comments  on  just  a  few  of  the  subjects  of  primary  concern  to  us, 
and  reserve  the  remainder  for  written  comments  to  be  submitted  by  your  January  4,  1985 
deadline. 

We  believe  your  ten  identified  general  criteria  for  preparing  this  plan  are 
valid,  and  in  the  main  are  broad  enough  to  cover  most  of  the  aspects  concerning  the 
various  issues  involved.   However,  we  will  make  some  comments  and  suggestions  which 
closer  identify  some  of  the  issues  and  problems  closely  identified  with  the  conditions 
identified  in  the  plan,    (planning  criteria,  page  7) 

One  major  problem  we  see  as  arising  if  the  Snake  River  flows  at  Murphy  are  re- 
duced to  3900  CFS  from  April  through  September  each  year  is  the  water  quality  of  the 
Snake  River  resulting  from  this  reduction.  This  aspect  should  be  given  much  closer 
study. 

In  your  Chapter  three,  "Affected  Environment11,  p3g«s  3*27  and  3-28  you  identify 
the  three  county  farm  income  in  1981  as  being  $55*8  million  and  the  livestock  industry's 
income  for  these  counties  as  being  $41.7  million  for  1981.  However,  we  assume  the 
actual  amount  of  additional  BLM  land  under  the  Desert  Land  Entry  Act  (DLE)  or  the  Carey 
Act  (CA)  under  your  Alternates  A-B-C-  or  D  you  identify  as  being  suitable  for  addi- 
tional agricultural  farm  crop  development  will  come  from  BLM  land  now  being  used  for 
grazing,  or  is  suitable  for  cattle  grazing,,  Therefore, we  feel  a  more  in  depth  analy- 
sis should  be  made  as  to  the  detrimental  cost  to  the  cattle  industry  the  less  of  from 
nearly  $1  Million  to  over  $8  million  in  lost  capital  value  on  their  ranches  due  to  the 
loss  of  or  reduction  in  their  AUM  grazing  rights,  depending  upon  the  Alternative  which 
is  finally  adopted.   Thus  we  feel  the  reduction  in  the  capital  value  of  these  ranches 
is  of  far  more  importance   to  an  industry  that  has  been  in  existence  in  Idaho  for  well 
over  100  years,  with  a  minimal  amout  of  Federal  subsidies,  than  will  be  the  net  benefit 

We  Care  About  You 
(l) 
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to  Idaho  and  our  nation  from  this  proposed  additional  BLM  land  under  the  DLE/CA  as 
identified  under  the  various  Alternates,  especially  when  the  farm  subsidy  payments, 
PIK  programs,  soil  bank  payments,  etc  are  factored  in.  We  feel  that  the  loss  in  the 
value  of  an  operating  cattle  ranch  by  the  reduction  in  its  AUM  allettments  will  be 
greater  than  the  value  of  adding  extra  unneeded  acreage  to  an  existing  farm,  especially 
in  view  of  the  fact  the  present  farmers  in  Idaho  cannot  sell  all  crops  they  raise  now 
at  a  profit.   In  addition,  the  high  cost  of  Installing  pump  irrigation  equipment,  the 
additional  machinery  that  might  be  acquired,  ditches  and  land  leveling  etc.  most  likely 
will  prevent  all  but  the  wealthy  from  being  able  to  derive  any  long  term  benefits 
from  this  proposed  increased  agricultural  acreage.  We  are  sure  the  BLM  does  not  want 
any  more  Indian  Hills  Developments  to  contend  with. 

We  are  greatly  concerned  about  the  future  costs  of  electricity  in  Idaho  Power  Co's 
territory  (iPCo)  to  the  non  agricultural  segment  of  Idaho's  economy;  and  in  this  con- 
nection we  refer  to   your  Draft  for  the  various  Alternates, 

Alternate  A:  85,14?  additional  acres  to  be  developed;  6.4^  per  Kwh  for  electric- 
ity lost  from  downstream  generation  to  8.5^  Kwh  for  electricity  used  in  actual  pumping, 
and  this  will  equate  to  irrigators  $4.6  million  (l6#)  and  other  electrical  consumers  in 
the  Columbia  River  System  paying  $24.2  million  (84#  of  the  cost  of  pumping  water  to  the 
lands,  when  the  assumption  is  made  that  the  actual  water  used  and  the  downstream  water 
lost  are  equal,   (page  4-24) 

Alternate  B:  155,726  additional  acres  to  be  developed.   "The  total  cost  of  elec- 
tricity either  used  for  pumping  or  lost  from  downstream  generation  would  be  $52.8 
million.   Irrigators  would  pay  16$  or  $8.5  million  while  other  electricity  consumers 
in  the  Columbia  River  system  would  pay  84#  of  $44.4  million."  (page  4-39) 

Alternate  C:  84,229  acres  for  .development  to  irrigated  agriculture.  "The  total 
cost  of  electricity  either  used  fortaumping  or  lost  from  downstream  generation,  would 
be  $28.8  million.   Irrigation  would  pay  for  l6j6,  or  $4.6  million  while  other  rate- 
payers would  pay  84iS  or  $24.2  million."   (pages  4-54) 

Alternate  D:  9,858  acres  for  development  for  irrigated  agriculture:   "The  total 
cost  of  electricity  either  used  for  pumping  or  lost  from  downstream  generation  would 
be  $3-6  million.   Irrigators  would  pay  16$  or  $0.6  million  while  other  ratepayers 
would  pay  84£  or  $3,0  million"   (page  4-65) 

We  support  Alternate  D,  in  the  main  and  our  suggestions  will  be  submitted  at  a 
later  date.   However,  we  do  wish  to  quote  from  your  Alternate  D  Summary,  "This  alter- 
nate would  have  minimal  impact  due  to  agricultural  development.   Livestock  losses 
would  be  of  the  same  magnitude  as  the  crop  agricultural  gains.   Net  income  change 
would  be  a  loss  of  $142,000.   Expenditures  of  seed,  fertilizer,  fuel,  etc.  would  amount 
to  $2  million  annually.   The  annual  cost  of  electricity  would  be  $3-6  million,  of  which 
8436  would  be  paid  for  by  non-irrigators.   Net  employment  change  would  be  a  loss  of  20 
jobs.  Grazing  fee  collections  would  be  reduced  by  $60,000.  The  capital  value  of  lost 
AUM's  would  range  from  $1.7  to  $7.5  million"   However,  as  we  have  previously  mentioned 
we  feel  the  cost  to  the  public,  non-agricultural  sector  nationally,  as  these  are  lands 
owned  by  U,S,  citizens  as  a  whole,  of  the  Federal  entitlement  payments  should  be  fac- 
tored into  these  computations*  also  the  capital  loss  to  ranchers  would  be  less  for  Alt- 
ernate D. 

Other  aspects  of  additional  agricultural  development  under  all  the  Alternatives 
that  we  do  not  see  addressed  is  the  effect  downstream  from  Swan  Falls  and  the  Mruphy 
gauging  station  if  the  stream  flows  are  reduced  to  3900  cfs  and  dry  years  such  as  1961, 
1977  and  1981  occur  in  the  Snake  River  Basin.  How  will  this  reduction  from  April  through 
October  affect  the  irrigation  pumpers,  row  crop  as  well  as  orchardlsts  and  others  who 
pump  water  from  the  Snake  River  and  who  reside  in  Idaho,  in  Oregon?  BLM  should  address 
this  aspeot ,  taking  into  account  the  following: 


/3fe  3 
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1.  There  are  99  valid  water  rights  appropriations  from  the  Snake  River  between 
the  confluence  of  the  Owyhee  River  and  Brownlee  Reservoir  entrance  which  are 
of  a  consumptive  use  for  1009.43  CFS  and  1  non-consumptive  use,  hydroelectric, 
for  110.00  CFS,  on  the  Oregon  Side  of  Snake  River. 

2,  The  minimum  flow  of  the  main  tributaries  into  the  Snake  River  at  the  nearest 
inflow  gauging  station  during  the  summer  irrigation  season  in  1961,  in  cfs  was: 


Boise   River 

Notus            gauge 

37  cfs 

May 

Bruneau  River 

Hot  Springs  " 

45   cfs 

August 

Payette   River 

Payette            " 

653  cfs 

June 

Owyhee   River 

No  gauge 

Weiser  River 

Weiser              " 

34  cfs 

September 

Malheur  River 

Riverside        " 

0     cfs 

September 

Burnt  River 

Hereford         " 

l,3cfs 

September 

Powder  River 

Richland          " 

11   cfs 

September 

Snake  River 

Oxbow                 " 

5110  cfs 

July 

Snake   River 

Murphy              " 

5980  cfs 

July 

in 


e  as  above  but  for  the  summer  irrigation  season  for  1977  with  some  changes 
gauging  station  locations  nearer  the  Snake  River  by  the  USGS. 


Snake  River 
Bruneau  River 
Boise  River 
Payette  River 
Weiser  River 
Malheur  River 
Owyhee  River 
Burnt  River 
Powder  River 
Snake  River 
Pine  Creek 
Snake  River 


Murphy  gauge 
Hot  Springs  " 
Parma  " 
Payette  " 
Weiser  " 
Riverside  " 
No  gauge 
Hereford  " 
Richland  " 
Weiser  " 
Oxbow  * 
Hells  Canyon" 


5120  cfs 
55  cfs 
99  cfs 
150  cfs 
35  cfs 
.10  cfs 


June 

September 
April 
June 

September 
September 


.01  cfs  September 

2  cfs  July 

4570  cfs  June 

10  cfs  August 

5220  cfs  September 


Same  as  above  but  for  summer  irrigation  season  for  1981  with  some  added  gauging 
stations  by  the  US  Geological  Survey  (USGS)  Notel  All  flow  data  from  USGS  records. 


Snake  River 
Bruneau  River 
Boise  River 

Payette  River 
Weiser  River 
Owyhee  River 
Malheur  River 
Burnt  River 
Powder  River 

*Wuiuup^»per 
Snake  River 
Wildhorse  River 
Pine  Creek 
Snake  River 


Murphy    gauce 

Hot  Springs  " 

Parma  " 

Payette  " 

Weiser  " 

Owyhee  Jet  " 

Riverside  " 

Hereford  " 

Richland  " 


4530  cfs 
31  cfs 

354  cfs 
1220  cfs 

137  cfs 
42  cfs 

3.9  cfs 
61  cfs 
16  cfs 

13TI  ifi 


Weiser      " 

Brownlee  " 
Oxbow  " 
Hells  Canyon" 


6740  cfs 
20  cfs 
24  cfs 

8140  cfs 


June 

September 

June 

August 

September 

Nay 

April 

September 

August 

gipliirihnr 

July 

September 

September 

April 


It  takes   12,600   cfs      inflow  into  the  Brownlee  Reservoir  at  260  feet  of  head  to 
operate   the   Brownlee   #5   generating  unit  at  full  capacity,    and   the   original   cost   of 
this   Brownlee   #5  was  approximately  $75  million,    consequently  we   belieTe   there   are  much 
greater  costs   to  all   ratepayers   of  Idaho  Power  Co.    and  all   other  electrical   customers 
in  the    Columbia   River  Easin   than  BLM  has   identified  in   their  four  Alternate   plans. 
Idaho   Consumer  Affairs,    Inc   testlmony(3) 
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Therefore,  we  feel  BLK  should  consider  the  economic  impacts  on  Idaho  Power  Co's 
hydro  electrical  generating  system  in  critical  water  years  with  the  Snake  River  flows 
reduced  to  3900  cfs  at  Murphy  while  at  the  same  time  the  main  tributaries  flowing 
into  the  Snake  below  Swan  Falls  are  at  low  flow,  as  well  as  the  irrigation  pumpers  in 
Oregon  pumping  over  1000  cfs  from  the  Snake  River  during  this  same  period. 

These  facts  as  well  as  the  fact  that  in(1984)938,000  acres  were  removed  from  ag- 
ricultural production  due  to  the  PIK  and  possibly  other  agricultural  production  reduc- 
tion programs  of  the  Federal  Government  in  Idaho  alone.   Consequently,  we  have  most 
serious  doubts  that  it  is  in  the  best  economic  interests  of  Idahoans  to  put  any  more 
DLA/CA  land  into  agricultural  production  as  is  outlined  in  the  four  Alternate  Plans 
of  thisUarbridge  Environmental  Impact  Statement  drafto 

Another  aspect  of  this  additional  agricultural  development  and  the  water  that 
will  be  required  to  irrigate  this  above  referred  to  acreage,  is  the  fact  that  BLM 
apparantly  has  not  considered  the  requirements  of  the  Northwest  Power  and  Conservation 
Act  of  1980  and  its  mandate  for  the  Anadramous  fish  restoration  and  enhancement  re- 
quierr.ents  and  programs  this  act  contains.  And  it  appears  to  us  your  planning  criteria 
f2   for  plans,  programs  and  policies  of  other  Federal  agencies.  State  and  local  govern- 
ment, and  Indian  tribes  have  not  been  adequately  considered  in  this  EIS,  particularly 
as  how  reduced  Snake  River  flows  will  affect  the  restoration  and  enhancement  of  the 
fish,  particularly  Anadramous  fish,  and  wildlife  in  the  Columbia  River  Basin.  We 
respectfully  urge  the  Idaho  BLM  to  evaluate,  more  fully,  this  aspect  when  it  prepares 
its  Final  EIS  for  theUarbridge  Resource  Management  Plan  and  EIS. 

We  are  vary  much  interested  in  many  other  issues  mentioned  in  this  draft,  but  for 
sake  of  brevity  at  this  time  we  will  endorse  the  recommendations  submitted  to  you  by 
the  Idaho  Wildlife  Federation* 

Again  referring  to  the  Snake  River  flows  downstream  from  Murphy  gauge  to  the 
mouth  of  Brownlee  Reservoir,  BLM  should  ascertain  the  actual  number  of  permitees  and 
water  right  certificate  holders  there  are  for  withdrawing  water  from  the  Snake  who  re- 
side in  Idaho,  that  is  who  have  been  issued  these  certificates  and  permits  by  the 
Idaho  Department  of  Water  Resources,  which  are  valid  as  of  October  31,  1984,  in  crder 
to  determine  the  actual  impacts  on  Idaho's  and  the  Columbia  River  Basin's  economy  when 
the  Snake  River  flows  are  reduced  to  3900  cfs  at  Murphy  and  the  main  tributaries  of 
the  Snake  downstream  from  Murphy  are  at  m  lnimum  flow  during  the  irrigation  season, 
such  as  the  water  years  of  1961,  1977  4  1981.   In  addition  since  the  full  hydraulic 
capacity  of  the  Brownlee  generating  station  is  33,000  cfs, (Dr.  John  Wilmorth's  direct 
testimony,  Idaho  Power  Witness,  page  17,  Case  U-1006-185-185A  before  the  Idaho  Public 
Utilities  Commission)  and  the  Brownlee  Unit  #5  requires  12,600  cfs  to  operate  at  full 
hydraulic  capacity,  the  other  four  100  megawatt  units  each  use  the  remaining  20,400  cfs, 
or  5»100  cfs  each.   Therefore  it  can  be  readily  seen  that  in  1961  (June  30th)  there  was 
Just  barely  enough  inflow  into  the  reservoir  to  operate  one  of  the  100  mw  Brownlee 
units  at  full  hydraulic  capacity,  same  was  true  for  the  water  years  of  1977  &  1981, 
while  the  Snake  minimum  flow  at  Murphy  in  1961  was  5980  cfs,  in  1977  the  idnimum  flow 
at  Murphy  was  5120  cfs  and  in  1981  the  minimum  flow  at  Murphy  was  4530  cfs.  Thus  the 
reduction  of  Snake  River  flows  at  Murphy  to  3900  cfs  In  a  critical  water  year,  when 
all  Snake  River  water  right  holders  will  want  their  full  allocation  of  water,  will  be 
nothing  short  of  catastrophic  to  Idaho's  economy,  as  well  as  Idaho  Power  Co's  rate- 
payers since  IPCo  will  have  to  import  more  expensive  thermal  power  or  build  new  gener- 
ating plants. 

Respectfully  submitted. 
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ldge  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


Mr.  J.  David  Brunner,  Associate  District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Boise  District 
3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise,  Idaho   8  3705 


1.   We  have  reviewed  the  subject  RMP  and  EIS  and  concur  with  your  management 
alternatives  found  on  map  2-1  provided  that  no   restrictions  are  placed  by 
your  agency  on  our  existing  military  overflights. 


13  T.I 


2.  As   you  are  aware,    some  of  the    Jarbidge  Resource   Area  has  historically  been 
subject    to  military   overflights,    which   should    continue    in    the    future.       In    the 
past,    there  have   been  no  major  problems   between  the  Air  Force   and   the   Bureau 
of  Land  Management  concerning  military  overflights  over   lands   under  your 
management . 

3.  The  maps   included   in   the   subject   documents   recognize   the  U.S.    Air  Force 
Saylor    Creek  Range;  however,    no  mention   is  made  of   the   designated  Military 
Operating  Area   R-3202  "C"  adjacent   to    it.      A  map,    extracted    from   the  DOD  Area 
Planning  AP/1B   Chart  dated    25  October   1984,    is    included    for   your    information. 

4.  We  consider   the    Saylor   Creek  Range   and  Military   Operating  Area   R-3202  to 
be  valuable   resources   and  overflights   a  compatible  use  of   these   resources. 
We  hope   you  agree  with  us  and  will    feel    free   to  contact  our  office   at 
415-556-6439   if  you  have   any  questions. 


t   <c 


PHILLIP  I.    LAMMI,    Chief 
Environmental    Planning  Division 
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LIST  OF  PREPARERS 


Name 

Responsibility 

Education 

Experi  ence 

1    Delores  Blom 

Lands 

Business  Major   -  Boise   State 
Uni versi ty 

7 

yr; 

Realty  Special ist-BLM 

1    Mike   Boltz 

Range /Li vestock 

B.S.   Wildlife  Biology,   M.S. 

3 

yr, 

Research  Biol .-Washington   State  Univl 

Forest   and  Range  Management   - 

10 

mo, 

Wildlife  Biologist-SCS 

Washington  State  University 

5 

yr, 

Range    Conservationist-BLM 

1    Gary  Carson 

Project   Leader/ Jarbidge 

B.S.   Range   Science   -  Utah 

12 

yr, 

Range   Conservationist-BLM 

Resource  Area  Manager 

State  University 

5 

yr, 

Range   Staff  Special ist-BLM,    ISO 

1 

yr, 

Range    Program  Leader-BLM,    ISO 

2 

yr, 

Area  Manager-BLM 

1    James   Clark 

Wildlife   -  Terrestrial 

B.S.   Wildlife  Management   - 

3 

yr, 

Range   Conservationist-BLM 

University  of  Nevada 

5 

yr, 

Wildlife   Biologist-BLM 

1    Dana   Danzer 

Watershed 

B.S.    Fish  &  Wildlife  Mgm't.    - 

2 

yr, 

Range   Conservationist-BLM 

Montana  State  University 

5 

yr, 

Watershed   Specialist-BLM                            1 

2 

yr, 

Soil    Conservationist-BLM 

1    Stan  Frazier 

Economics 

B.S.   Agricultural    Economics   - 
Oregon  State  University 

9 

yr, 

Economist-BLM                                                   | 

1    Galen  Green 

Fire  Management 

B.S.   Range   &  Forest   Mgm't.    - 

9 

yr, 

Forester-BLM 

Colorado  State  University 

2 

yr, 

Fire   Ecologist-BLM 

1    Ed  Gheen 

Riparian  Habitat 

B.S.   Wildlife  Management    - 

3 

yr, 

Fisheries   Technician-Alaska   Dep't. 

University  of   Idaho 

of 

Fish  &  Game                                                          1 

6 

yr, 

Range   Conservationist-BLM 

6 

yr, 

District   Wildlife  Biologist-BLM 

2 

yr, 

Wildlife   Biologist-BLM,    S.D. 

4 

yr, 

Fisheries/Wildlife   Biologist-BLM          1 

I    Bill    Hagdorn 

Planning   Coordinator 

B.S.   Natural    Science,   M.S. 

2 

yr, 

Outdoor  Rec.    Planner /Community 

Resource   Development    - 

Planner-Minnesota   Dep't.    of  Natural 

Michigan   State  University 

Resources/State   Planning 

Post   Grad.    Forestry  &   Environ- 

10 

yr, 

Planning  Bureau   Chief-Idaho   Parks   &    1 

mental    Planning  -  Oregon  State 

Rec 

reation  Department 

Uni versi  ty 

1 

yr, 

Instructor-Oregon   State  University      1 

3 

yr, 

Planning   Coordinator-BLM 

1    Larry  Hani on 

Forestry 

B.S.    Forestry  -  New  York   State 

18 

yr, 

Forester-BLM                                                      1 

College  of  Forestry 

8 

yr, 

Area  Manager-BLM                                             1 

2 

yr, 

Realty  Specialist-BLM 
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GLOSSARY 


ACRONYMS 


ACEC  -  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 

AMP  -  Allotment  Management  Plans 

AUM  -  Animal  Unit  Month 

BLM  -  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

BOP  -  Birds  of  Prey 

BRA  -  Bruneau  Resource  Area 

CA  -  Carey  Act 

CFL  -  Commercial  Forest  Land 

cfs  -  cubic  feet  per  second 

CMP  -  Cultural  Management  Plan 

DEIS  -  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

DLE  -  Desert  Land  Entry 

EA  -  Environmental  Assessment 

FLPMA  -  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976 

GEM  -  Geology,  Energy,  and  Minerals 

IMP  -  Interim  Management  Plan 

JRA  -  Jarbidge  Resource  Area 

KGRA  -  Known  Geothermal  Resource  Area 

MBdFt  -  thousand  board  feet 

MHAFB  -  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base 

MIC  -  Maintain,  Improve,  Custodial 

MUA  -  Multiple  Use  Area 

NEPA  -  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969 

ONA  -  Outstanding  Natural  Area 

ORV  -  Off  Road  Vehicle 

PUF  -  Proper  Use  Factor 

RA  -  Resource  Area 

RAMP  -  Recreation  Area  Management  Plan 

RMP  -  Resource  Management  Plan 

ROS  -  Recreation  Opportunity  Spectrum 

ROWs  -  Rights-of-Ways 

RPP  -  Recreation  and  Public  Purpose  Act 

SHPO  -  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 

SOP  -  Standard  Operating  Procedures 

SRBOP  -  Snake  River  Birds  of  Prey 

SRMA  -  Special  Recreation  Management  Area 

TMP  -  Timber  Management  Plan 

TPCC  -  Timber  Production  Capability  Class 

USFS  -  United  States  Forest  Service 

VRM  -  Visual  Resource  Management 

WHMP  -  Wild  Horse  Management  Plan 

WMP  -  Wilderness  Management  Plan 

WSA  -  Wilderness  Study  Area 
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ACTIVE  GRAZING  PREFERENCE.   That  portion  of  the  grazing  preference  that 
could  be  licensed  and  used  should  the  livestock  operator  desire. 

ACTIVITY  OCCASION.  Participation  by  one  person  in  one  activity  for  all  or 
part  of  one  day. 

ACTUAL  LIVESTOCK  USE.  The  use  (in  AUMs)  made  of  forage  on  an  area  without 
reference  to  permitted  or  recommended  use. 

ALLOTMENT.   An  area  designated  for  use  by  a  prescribed  number  of 
livestock. 

ALLOTMENT  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  (AMP).   A  documented  program  which  applies  to 
livestock  operations  on  the  public  lands  and  which  is  prepared  in 
careful  and  considered  consultation,  cooperation,  and  coordination  with 
the  permittee(s)  or  lessee(s)  and  others  involved.   It  prescribes  the 
manner  in  and  extent  to  which  livestock  operations  will  be  conducted  in 
order  to  meet  the  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  objectives  as 
determined  in  the  resource  management  plan. 

ANIMAL  UNIT  MONTH  (AUM).   The  amount  of  forage  (800  lb.  dry  weight)  required 
to  sustain  the  equivalent  of  1  cow,  1  horse,  5  sheep,  5.3  deer,  or  9.4 
antelope  for  one  month. 

AREAS  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN  OR  "ACEC'S".   Areas  within  the  public 
lands  where  special  management  attention  is  required  (when  such  areas 
are  developed  or  used  or  where  no  development  is  required)  to  protect 
and  prevent  irreparable  damage  to  important  historic,  cultural,  or 
scenic  values,  fish,  and  wildlife  resources  or  other  natural  systems  or 
processes,  or  to  protect  life  and  safety  from  natural  hazards. 

AVERAGE  LICENSED  GRAZING  USE  (five  year  average  use).  The  arithmetic  mean 
(average  of  authorized  (or  licensed)  grazing  in  AUMs  over  a  particular 
time  period. 

AVOIDANCE  AREA.   An  area  identified  in  the  Resource  Management  Plan  where 
rights-of-way  (ROW),  energy,  transportation,  or  communication  routes 
(overhead,  surface  or  subsurface)  will  not  be  allowed.  Mitigation  for 
these  ROWs  cannot  compensate  for  the  values  that  would  be  adversely 
impacted  or  lost  for  the  areas  identified. 

BEA.  Bureau  of  Economic  Analysis,  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce. 

BEST  MANAGEMENT  PRACTICES.   A  practice  or  combination  of  practices  that  are 
the  most  effective  and  practical  (including  technological,  economic,  and 
institutional  considerations)  means  of  preventing  or  reducing  the  amount 
of  pollution  generated  by  non-point  sources  to  a  level  compatible  with 
water  quality  goals. 

BU.   Bushel,  a  unit  of  dry  measure. 

CAPITAL  VALUE.   The  value  at  which  assets  (grazing  privileges)  can  be  sold. 
Market  value. 
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CARRYING  CAPACITY.  The  maximum  use  rate  possible  without  inducing  damage  to 
vegetation  or  related  resources.  Carrying  capacity  relates  to  livestock 
numbers,  wildlife  numbers,  recreational  use,  etc. 

CLEAN  AIR  ACT.  A  series  of  Congressional  acts  and  amendments  requiring 
the  establishment  of  air  quality  standards  and  national  standards  for 
air  pollution  control.   The  general  intent  is  to  "protect  and  enhance 
the  quality  of  the  Nation's  air  resource." 

CLIMAX  PLANT  COMMUNITY.  The  culminating  stage  in  plant  succession  after  a 
series  of  successive  vegetation  stages  and  has  reached  a  highly  stable 
condition. 

C&MU.   The  Classification  and  Multiple  Use  Act  of  1964  which  specified  that 
public  lands  would  not  be  available  for  entry  under  various  land  laws 
(DLE/CA)  within  a  certain  legally  described  area.   In  the  JRA,  it  would 
be  south  of  designated  line. 

CONDITION. 

-  Ecological  Condition.   The  present  state  of  the  vegetation  on  a  range 
site  in  relation  to  the  climax  (natural  potential)  plant  community  for 
that  site.   0-25%  poor,  26-50%  fair,  51-75%  good,  76-100%  excellent. 

-  Range  Condition.   Synonomous  with  ecological  condition. 

-  Seeding  Condition.   The  amount  and  productivity  of  seeded  species 
measured  in  terms  of  maximizing  production  of  forage  for  livestock. 
Considers  the  amount  of  reinvading  shrub  species  in  the  treatment  area. 

COOPERATIVE  FARM  AGREEMENT.   An  administrative  agreement  between  the  BLM  and 
individuals  (negotiated  by  Idaho  Fish  and  Game)  which  permits  farming  on 
public  lands  with  the  understanding  that  certain  portions  of  the  farmed 
area  shall  be  left  unharvested  to  provided  wildlife  habitat. 

COORDINATED  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  (CRMP).   A  plan  developed  cooperatively 
by  appropriate  State  and  Federal  agencies  to  formulate  a  resource 
management  program  that  integrates  and  makes  provision  for  all  resource 
values  and  uses  within  the  selected  geographical  area. 

CRITICAL  GROUNDWATER  AREA.   Several  ground  water  basin  areas  within  the  State 
of  Idaho  have  been  developed  to  the  extent  that  no  new  rights  can  be 
initiated.   These  basins  have  been  closed,  pursuant  to  state  law, 
because  development  has  drastically  lowered  the  water  levels.   Drilling 
wells  or  any  additional  development  is  allowed  only  to  fill  existing 
water  rights  or  for  domestic  use  and  stock  watering. 

CRUCIAL  HABITAT.  Habitat  which  is  absolutely  basic  to  maintaining  viable 
population  of  fish,  wildlife,  or  plants  during  certain  seasons  of  the 
year  or  specific  reproduction  periods. 

CULTURAL  RESOURCE  CLEARANCE.   A  statement  by  a  competent  professional 
historian  or  archaeologist  as  to  whether  or  not  any  known  cultural 
resources  will  be  adversely  affected  by  an  undertaking  and  requires  that 
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such  a  statement  be  based  on  the  results  of  an  appropriate  investigation 
directed  at  determining  if  and  where  cultural  resources  exist  in  the 
vicinity  of  an  undertaking. 

CULTURAL  RESOURCE  INVENTORY. 

Class  I  -  Existing  Data  Inventory — a  review  and  compilation  of  known 
cultural  resource  data. 

Class  II  -  Sampling  Field  Inventory — a  sample-oriented  field  inventory. 

Class  III  -  Intensive  Field  Inventory — a  complete  surface  inventory  of  a 
specific  area. 

CULTURAL  RESOURCE  SITE.   A  physical  location  of  past  human  activities  or 
events.   Cultural  resource  sites  are  extremely  variable  in  size  and 
range  from  the  location  of  a  single  cultural  resource  object  to  a 
cluster  of  cultural  resource  structures  with  associated  objects  and 
features.   Prehistoric  and  historic  sites  which  are  recorded  as  cultural 
resources  have  sociocultural  or  scientific  values  and  meet  the  general 
criterion  of  being  more  than  50  years  old. 

CWT.   Hundred  weight,  a  unit  of  weight  measure  equal  to  100  pounds. 

DAY  (Recreation).   Any  part  of  a  day  spent  participating  in  a  given 
activity. 

DESERT  LAND  ACT/ENTRY.   Passed  in  1877  and  subsequently  amended,  this  act 
allows  a  state  resident  to  file  a  patent  application  on  up  to  320  acres 
of  public  land  with  the  intent  of  developing  said  land  for  cultivated 
agriculture. 

DEVELOPED  RECREATION  SITE.   See  Recreation. 

DISPERSED  RECREATION.   See  Recreation. 

DISTANCE  ZONE.   The  area  that  can  be  seen  from  a  travel  route  as  foreground - 
middleground  up  to  15  miles),  and  areas  which  are  seldom  seen. 

ECOLOGICAL  CONDITION.   See  Condition. 

ENDANGERED  SPECIES.   Any  animal/plant  species  in  danger  of  extinction 
throughout  all  or  a  significant  portion  of  this  range. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT  (EA).   A  concise  public  document  prepared  to 
provide  sufficient  evidence  and  analysis  for  determining  whether  to 
prepare  an  environmental  impact  statement  or  a  finding  of  no  significant 
impact.   It  includes  a  brief  discussion  of  the  need  for  the  proposal, 
alternatives  considered,  environmental  impact  of  the  proposed  action  and 
alternatives,  and  a  list  of  agencies  and  persons  consulted. 

ERODIBILITY.   Susceptibility  of  soil  to  erosion. 
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FEDERAL  LAND  POLICY  AND  MANAGEMENT  ACT  (FLPMA).   Public  Law  94-579  signed 
by  the  President  on  October  21,  1976.   Establishes  public  land  policy 
for  management  of  lands  administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 
FLPMA  specifies  several  key  directions  for  the  Bureau,  notably  that: 
management  be  on  the  basis  of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield;  land  use 
plans  be  prepared  to  guide  management  actions ;  public  lands  be  managed 
for  the  protection,  development,  and  enhancement  of  resources;  public 
lands  be  retained  in  Federal  ownership;  and  public  participation  be 
utilized  in  reaching  management  decisions. 

FIRE  MANAGEMENT.   The  protection  and  enhancement  of  the  resources  of  the 
public  lands  through  use  of  fire  as  a  management  tool. 

-  Full  Suppression.   Immediate  aggressive  action  is  taken  on  all  new  fires 
on  or  threatening  public  lands. 

-  Limited  Suppression.  A  policy  that  considers  areas  where  fire  control 
is  extremely  difficult  or  where  the  values  threatened  do  not  warrant  the 
expenses  associated  with  maximum  suppression  procedures. 

-  Prescribed  or  Prescription  Burning.   Fires  burning  under  conditions  that 
have  previously  been  determined  to  be  beneficial  and  that  meet  land 
management  objectives. 

43  CFR  3809.  Regulations  which  provide  for  mineral  entry,  exploration, 

location,  operations,  and  purchase  pursuant  to  the  mining  laws  and  in  a 
manner  that  will  assume  that  unnecessary  and  undue  degradation  do  not 
occur  and  that  protection  Is  afforded  nonmineral  resources.   It  also 
provides  for  reclamation  of  disturbed  areas.   These  regulations  pertain 
to  locatable  minerals  only. 

FULL  SUPPRESSION.   See  Fire  Management. 

GRAZING  PREFERENCE.   The  total  number  of  animal  unit  months  of  livestock  on 
public  lands  apportioned  and  attached  to  base  property  owned  or 
controlled  by  ,a  permittee  or  lessee. 

GRAZING  SYSTEMS.   Systematic  sequences  of  grazing  use  and  non-use  of  an 
allotment  to  reach  or  maintain  identified  multiple-use  goals  or 
objectives  by  improving  or  maintaining  the  quality  and  quantity  of  the 
vegetation. 

HABITAT  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  (HMP).   A  written  and  approved  activity  plan  for  a 
geographical  area  of  public  lands  which  identifies  wildlife  habitat 
management  actions  to  be  implemented  in  achieving  specific  objectives 
related  to  RMP/MFP  planning  document  decisions. 

INFILTRATION  RATE.   The  rate  at  which  water  enters  the  surface  soil. 

INTRUSION.  A  feature  (land  and  water  form,  vegetation,  or  structure)  which 
is  generally  considered  out  of  context  because  of  excessive  contrast  and 
disharmony  with  the  characteristic  landscape. 
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KNOWN  GEOTHERMAL  RESOURCE  AREA.  (KGRA).   An  area  in  which  the  geology,  nearby 
discoveries,  competitive  interests  and  other  indicia  would  in  the 
opinion  of  the  Secretary  (of  the  Interior)  has  high  prospects  for 
extraction  of  geothermal  steam  or  associated  geothermal  resources. 

KW.  Kilowatt,  a  unit  of  power  equal  to  1000  watts. 

KWH.   Kilowatt  hour,  a  unit  of  energy,  equivalent  to  the  energy  transferred 
or  expanded  in  one  hour  by  one  kilowatt  of  power;  approximately  1.34 
horsepower  hours. 

LAND  REPORT.   A  written  report  that  documents  the  physical,  environmental, 
social,  and  economic  factors  used  in  making  land  use  decisions  on  all 
lands  or  rights-of-way  actions. 

LEASABLE  MINERALS.   See  Minerals. 

LIMITED  SUPPRESSION.   See  Fire  Management. 

LOCATABLE  MINERALS.   See  Minerals. 

MINERALS . 

-  Leasables.   Types  of  minerals,  such  as  coal,  oil,  oil  shale,  gas, 
phosphate,  sodium,  potash,  and  geothermal  resources,  whose  prospecting 
and  development  on  public  lands  under  permit  or  lease  was  authorized  by 
the  Minerals  Leasing  Act  of  1920,  as  amended  and  supplemented. 

-  Locatables.   Precious  or  semi-precious  minerals  that  are  not  considered 
to  be  common  variety  minerals.   Locatable  mineral  deposits  can  be 
claimed  and  the  mining  claim  patented,  thus  converting  it  to  private 
ownership.   These  minerals  are  covered  by  the  Mining  Law  of  1872. 

-  Salables.   Mineral  materials  such  as  common  varieties  of  sand,  stone, 
gravel,  cinders,  pumice,  pumicite,  and  clay  that  may  be  acquired  under 
the  Materials  Act  of  1947,  as  amended. 

MINING  LAW  OF  1872.   An  act  which  authorized  placer  and  lode  mining  claims, 
mill  sites,  and  tunnel  sites  of  specific  dimensions.   Requires  $100 
worth  of  work  be  done  on  each  claim  every  year. 

MITIGATING  MEASURES.   Actions  to  avoid,  minimize,  reduce,  eliminate,  or 
rectify  the  impact  of  a  management  practice. 

MONITORING.   The  collection  and  analysis  of  data  to  evaluate  rangeland 

resources  on  specific  areas  to  determine  the  effectiveness  of  actions  in 
meeting  management  objectives. 

MULTIPLE  USE.   The  management  of  all  the  resources  of  the  public  lands  so 
that  they  are  utilized  in  the  combination  that  will  best  meet  the  needs 
of  the  American  people. 
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NATIONAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  POLICY  ACT  OF  1969.   A  Congressional  Act  which 

establishes  a  national  environmental  policy.   The  goal  of  the  act  is  to 
improve  the  quality  of  the  human  environment  by  procedurally  requiring 
all  Federal  agencies  to  give  equal  and  complete  consideration  to 
environmental  values  in  all  their  decision  making  activities. 

NATIONAL  HISTORIC  TRAILS  (OREGON  TRAIL).   Extended  trails  which  follow  as 
closely  as  possible  and  practical  the  original  trails  or  routes  of 
travel  of  national  historic  significance.   Their  purpose  is  the 
identification  and  protection  of  the  historic  route  and  its  historic 
remnants  and  artifacts  for  public  use  and  enjoyment.   (The  National 
Trail  System  Act,  as  amended.) 

NATIONAL  NATURAL  LANDMARK.   A  specific  area  designated  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  Cby  authority  of  the  Historic  Sites  Act  of  1935)  which 
contains  a  representative  example (s)  of  the  nation's  natural  history, 
including  terrestrial  or  aquatic  communities,  landforms,  geological 
features,  or  habitats  of  native  plant  and  animal  species,  possessing 
national  significance  in  illustrating  or  interpreting  the  nation's 
natural  heritage. 

NATIONAL  REGISTER  OF  HISTORIC  PLACES.   The  official  list,  established  by 
the  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966,  of  the  Nation's  cultural 
resources  worthy  of  preservation.   The  Register  lists  archaeological, 
historic,  and  architectural  properties  (i.e.,  districts,  sites, 
buildings,  structures,  and  objects)  nominated  for  their  local,  State,  or 
national  significance  by  State  and/or  Federal  agencies  and  approved  by 
the  National  Register  staff.   The  Register  in  maintained  by  the  National 
Park  Service. 

NESTING/BROOD-REARING  AREAS  (HABITAT).   Localized  areas  used  by  some  species 
of  the  grouse  family  for  nesting  and  raising  of  young  chicks  (broods). 

NORMALIZED  CROP  PRICE.  A  five-year  weighted  average  of  crop  prices.   Used 
in  economic  analysis  of  farm  projects  to  account  for  the  wide  variation 
in  prices  that  are  common  to  agricultural  products. 

NOTICE  OF  INTENT.   Required  under  43  CFR  3809.   When  surface  disturbance  of 
five  acres  or  less  per  year  at  a  mining  operation  will  occur,  a  written 
notice  must  be  sent  to  BLM  15  days  prior  to  starting  the  operation.   The 
notice  describes  the  operation  and  its  location  and  must  contain  a 
statement  that  the  lands  will  be  reclaimed  to  the  standards  spelled  out 
in  the  regulations. 

ORDER  3  SOIL  SURVEY.   A  low  intensity  or  scale  of  soil  mapping.   In  mapping 
soil  landscapes,  soil  mapping  unit  lines  are  drawn  as  nearly  as  possible 
to  the  natural  landscape.  Resulting  soil  mapping  units  are,  therefore, 
relatively  large  (generally  40  plus  acres)  and  made  up  of  various  soil 
series,  associations,  and  complexes. 

OUTSTANDING  NATURAL  AREA  (ONA).   Areas  of  outstanding  scenic  quality,  natural 
wonder,  or  scientific  importance  that  merit  special  attention  and  care 
in  management  to  insure  their  preservation  in  their  natural  condition. 
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PALEONTOLOGY.   The  study  of  past  life  on  earth  as  shown  by  fossil  evidence. 

PLAN  OF  OPERATION.   Required  by  43  CFR  3809  for  mining  operations  where 

surface  disturbance  will  exceed  five  acres  per  year  or  where  operations 
are  proposed  in  specially  designated  areas  (wild  and  scenic  rivers, 
ACECs,  wilderness  areas,  areas  closed  to  or  with  restricted  ORV  access, 
or  areas  withdrawn  from  mining  where  valid  existing  rights  are  being 
exercised).   The  plan  must  describe  the  entire  operation  including 
equipment,  location  of  access,  support  facilities,  drill  sites,  measures 
to  prevent  unnecessary  or  undue  degradation,  and  reclamation  plans.   The 
plan  of  operation  must  be  approved  by  the  BLM  authorized  officer. 

PLANT  SUCCESSION.  The  process  of  vegetational  development  whereby  an  area 
becomes  successively  occupied  by  different  plant  communities  of  higher 
ecological  order. 

PROPOSED  PLAN  -  The  plan  alternative  which  management  has  initially  selected 
as  offering  the  most  acceptable  resolution  of  the  planning  issues  and 
mangement  concerns. 

PRESCRIBED  OR  PRESCRIPTION  BURNING.   See  Fire  Management. 

PREY  BASE.   The  collection  of  prey  species  in  an  area  that  are  used  as  a  food 
source  for  a  predator  or  group  of  predators. 

PREY  SPECIES.   An  organism  killed  and  at  least  partially  consumed  by  a 

predator.   In  the  case  of  raptors,  the  prey  is  usually  a  small  mammal  or 
reptile  (i.e.  rabbit,  snake,  ground  squirrel,  etc.). 

RANCH  CONSOLIDATION.   The  merger  of  two  or  more  ranching  operations. 

RANGE  CONDITION.   See  Condition. 

RECLAMATION  STIPULATIONS.   Special  conditions  included  in  mineral  leases, 
permits,  plans  of  operations,  etc.,  which  require  that  reasonable 
measures  be  taken  to  prevent  unnecessary  or  undue  degradation  of  the 
public  lands,  including  resloping  land  disturbed  by  operation  to  an 
appropriate  contour  and,  where  necessary,  revegetating  disturbed  areas. 

RECREATION. 

-  Developed  Recreation  Sites.   Distinctly  defined  area  where  facilities 
are  provided  for  concentrated  public  use,  e.g.,  campgrounds,  picnic 
areas,  and  boat  launches. 

-  Dispersed  Recreation.   Recreation  of  various  kinds  that  occurs  generally 
throughout  a  large  area  and  is  not  confined  to  a  specific  place,  e.g., 
hunting,  hiking,  ORV  use,  and  horseback  riding. 

RECREATION  AND  PUBLIC  PURPOSES  ACT.   A  Congressional  act  which  authorizes  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  under  specific  conditions,  to  sell  or  lease 
public  domain  lands  to  State  and  local  governments  for  recreation  and 
other  public  purposes  and  to  qualified  non-profit  organizations  for 
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public  and  quasi-public  purposes,  including  recreation,  education,  and 
health. 

RECREATION  AREA.  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  (RAMP).   A  written  and  approved  activity  plan 
for  a  geographical  area  of  public  lands  which  identifies  recreation 
management  actions  to  be  implemented  in  achieving  specific  objectives 
related  to  RMP/MFP  planning  document  decision.   An  RAMP  is  required  for 
each  area  designated  a  Special  Recreation  Management  Area. 

RENEWABLE  RESOURCES.   Resources  whose  supply  regenerate  themselves  over 
time.   Use  of  these  resources  can  continue  indefinitely  provided  they 
are  managed  under  a  sustained  yield  philosophy.   Living  organisms  and 
others  such  as  soil  and  water  which  are  closely  associated  with  and 
affected  by  living  organisms. 

RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  (RMP).   A  land  use  plan  as  prescribed  by  the  Federal 
Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  which  establishes  allowable  resource  uses 
and  related  levels  of  production  or  use  to  be  maintained  within  the 
concepts  of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield. 

SALABLE  MINERALS.   See  Minerals. 

SCENIC  AREA.   An  area  that  provides  exceptional  scenic  quality  and/or  scenic 
vistas  that  merit  special  management  attention  to  insure  their 
protection  from  visual  intrusions. 

SEEDING  CONDITION.   See  Condition. 

SENSITIVE  SPECIES.  Species  whose  ranges  are  so  limited  that  any  reduction 
in  numbers,  habitat  availability,  or  habitat  condition  could  result  in 
their  being  placed  on  the  endangered  list. 

SENSITIVITY  LEVEL.   As  applied  to  visual  resource  management,  that  degree  of 
concern  expressed  by  the  user  toward  scenic  quality  and  existing  or 
proposed  visual  change  in  a  particular  characteristic  landscape. 

SIKES  ACT.   Public  Law  93-4452,  passed  by  the  United  States  Congress  on 
October  18,  1974,  directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  cooperate 
with  the  State  wildlife  agencies  in  the  planning,  development, 
maintenance,  and  coordination  of  comprehensive  plans  for  the 
conservation  and  rehabilitation  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources. 

SOIL  COMPACTION.   The  process  by  which  soil  is  packed  tightly,  losing  its 
porosity. 

SOIL  PRODUCTIVITY.   Capacity  of  a  soil  to  produce  vegetation.   The  amount 
produced  will  vary  according  to  plant  species  and  management  practices. 

SPECIAL  RECREATION  MANAGEMENT  AREA  (SRMA).   An  area  where  congressionally 
recognized  recreation  values  exist  or  where  significant  public 
recreation  issues  or  management  concerns  occur.   Special  or  more 
intensive  management  is  typically  needed.   Detailed  recreation  planning 
is  required  in  these  areas  and  greater  managerial  investment  is  likely. 
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STRATIFICATION.   Layering  of  artifacts  within  a  cultural  resource  site.   If 
the  site  is  undisturbed,  the  oldest  artifacts  are  the  deepest  in  the 
soil  strata  with  the  most  recent  artifacts  nearest  the  surface. 

STREAM  HABITAT  CONDITION  RATINGS.  A  method  used  to  evaluate  the  condition  of 
the  aquatic  habitat  of  streams.   Six  factors  are  evaluated  -  stream 
shade,  condition  of  streambank  vegetation,  streambank  stability  -  stream 
channel  stability,  sedimentation  of  streambed,  and  instream  cover  - 
resulting  in  an  overall  rating  of  the  habitat  between  unsuitable  and 
excellent. 

STRUTTING  GROUNDS.   Localized  areas  used  by  some  species  of  the  grouse  family 
to  display  their  courtship  rituals. 

TAYLOR  GRAZING  ACT  OF  1934.   Implemented  to  stop  injury  to  the  public  grazing 
lands  by  preventing  overgrazing  and  soil  deterioration.   It  authorized 
the  Secretary  of  Interior  to  manage  the  public  rangelands. 

THERMAL  COVER.   Vegetation  used  by  deer  for  shelter.   It  may  include 

saplings,  shrubs,  or  trees  at  least  5  feet  tall  with  up  to  75  percent 
crown  cover. 

THREATENED  OR  ENDANGERED  SPECIES.   Endangered  species  are  any  species  which 
are  in  danger  of  extinction  throughout  all  or  a  significant  portion  of 
its  range  other  than  a  species  of  the  Class  Insecta  determined  to 
constitute  a  pest.  Threatened  species  are  any  species  likely  to  become 
an  endangered  species  within  the  foreseeable  future  throughout  all  or  a 
significant  portion  of  its  range. 

TREND  (Range)  -  The  direction  of  change  in  ecological  condition. 

UTILIZATION.   The  proportion  of  current  year's  forage  production  that  was 
consumed  or  destroyed  by  grazing  animals,  usually  expressed  as  a 
percentage. 

WILDERNESS  STUDY  AREA  (WSA).  A  roadless  area  that  has  been  inventoried  and 
found  to  have  wilderness  characteristics  as  described  in  Section  603  of 
FLPMA  and  Section  2(c)  of  the  Wilderness  Act  of  1964. 

WILDLIFE  LEAVE  AREAS.   Areas  within  land  treatments  which  are  not  treated, 
providing  wildlife  cover  and  increasing  the  diversity  of  habitat  types. 
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APPENDIX  A 
ECONOMICS 


Appendix  Table  A-l 
Gross  Output  Multipliers 
BEA  Economic  Area  159  1/ 


Industry 

WRC  Sector  2/ 

Multiplier  1 

1 Agriculture 

(03) 
(08) 

Meat  Animals,  Misc.  Livestock 
Vegetables,  Sugar,  Crops 

2.662 
2.549 

1  Manufacturing 

(19) 
(27) 
1(29) 
(34) 
(38) 
(46) 

Meat  Products 

Frozen  Meats  and  Vegetables 

Prepared  Feed  for  Animals 

Other  Food  Products 

Lumber  and  Wood  Products 

Stone,  Clay,  and  Glass  Products 

2.774 
2.191    1 
2.138    1 
2.060 
2.395   1 
2.122   1 

1 Retail  Trade 

(54) 

Wholesale  and  Retail  Trade 

2.262 

1 Wholesale  Trade 

(54) 

Wholesale  and  Retail  Trade 

2.262 

1  Services 

(56) 

Services 

2.296 

1  Construction 

(18) 

General  Contractors 

2.022   1 

1  Finance ,  Insurance , 
1  Real  Estate 

(55) 

Finance,  Insurance,  Real  Estate 

1.803 

1  Transportation  and 
1  Public  Utility 

(53) 

Transportation,  Communication, 
Public  Utility 

1.978   | 

Source:  U.S.  Water  Resources  Council,  1977. 

±J   Bureau  of  Economic  Analysis  Area  that  includes  Owyhee  and  Elmore 

Counties. 
2J   May  include  several  Standard  Industrial  Classifications. 
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Appendix  Table  A-2 

Earnings /Gross  Output  Ratios 

Region  159 


I  Industry 

Calculation  1/ 

Ratio  1 

1    03    I 

1 
2.662 

(.158)  +  (1  - 

1  ) 

(.3008)       1 

0.247 

2.662 

1    08 

1 
2.549 

(.511)  +  (  - 

1  ) 

(.3008)       1 

0.383  1 

2.549 

18 

1 
2.022 

(.289)  +  (  - 

1  ) 

(.3008) 

0.295  1 

2.022 

19 

1 
2.774 

(.095)  +  (  - 

1  ) 

(.3008) 

0.227 

2.774 

1    27 

1 
2.191 

(.138)  +  (  - 

1  ) 

(.3008) 

0.227 

2.191 

1    29 

1 
2.183 

(.040)  +  (  - 

1  ) 

(.3008) 

0.179  1 

1 

2.183 

1    34 

1 
2.060 

(.220)  +  (  - 

1  ) 

(.3008) 

0.261  1 

2.060 

38 

1 
2.395 

(.239)  +  (  - 

1  ) 

(.3008) 

0.275  1 

2.395 

1    46 

1 
2.122 

(.317)  +  (  - 

1  ) 

(.3008) 

0.308  1 

2.122 

1    53 

1 
1.978 

(.311)  +  (  - 

1  ) 

(.3008) 

0.306  1 

1.978 

54 

1 
2.262 

(.513)  +  (  - 

1  ) 

(.3008) 

0.395  1 

2.262 

1    55 

!       l 

1.803 

(.160)  +  (  - 

1  ) 

(.3008) 

1  0.223  I 

1.803 

1    56 

1 
1       2.296 

(.487)  +  (  - 

1  ) 

(.3008) 

1  0.382  1 

2.296 

1/  Calculation  Routine  Described  in  U.S.  Water  Resources  Council  - 
pg.  18 
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Appendix  Table  A-3 
Livestock  Income  Statistics 


%  of      I 

%  of  Total 

%  of  Total 

Jarbidgel 

Regional 

Regional 

RMP 

Income 

Farm 

Livestock 

Livestock  1 

1                 Category 

(1981   Dollars) 

Income 

Income 

Income 

1  Regional  Farm  Income 

$103.4  million 

100% 





1 Regional  Livestock 

41.7  million 

40% 

100% 

— 

I      Income 

|RMP  Area  Livestock 

5.8  million 

6% 

14% 

100% 

I      Income 

iBLM-AUMs  Livestock 

1.9  million 

2% 

5% 

34%        I 

1      Income 

Appendix  Table  A-4 
Livestock  Emmployment  Statistics 


%  of 

%  of  Total 

Jarbidge    I 

%  of 

Regional 

RMP           | 

Farm 

Livestock 

Livestock    I 

Employment 

Employment 

Employment 

Employment  I 

1  Regional   Farm  Employment 

6,629 

100 





1 Regional  Livestock 

962 

15 

100 

1 

I      Employment 

|RMP-Area  Livestock 

133 

2 

14 

100 

Employment 

IBLM-AUMs  Livestock 

45 

1 

5 

34 

1      Employment 

Appendix  Table  A-5 

RMP-Area  Livestock  Income 

By  Size  Group 


5-Year    1    Percent    1        Income        1    Percent    1 
1        Total                                   |    Average    I        of           1   Associated    I        of 
No.   of            Herd              AUMs                Total           |        BLM        |      Total      1          With          I      Total      1 
1                                           1  Permltteeal      S^lze      1   Required    1        Income               Use        1      Needs              BLM  Use      1    Income      1 

11.  0-199   Cattle          |          34                2,841    1        34,092    1    $     414,218    1      14,458    1        42X        1    $     175,665   1        42X 

12.  200-599  Cattle      1          31         1    10,615    1      127,380    1    $1,547,667    1      49,021    1        381        1    $     595,605    1        381 

13.  600+  Cattle                      19          1    22,400    1      268,800    1    $3,265,920    1      85,419    1        32X        1    $1,037,840   1        32Z        | 

14.  All  Sheep                            6          |    19,085    1      45,804      |    $     556,519    1      10,944    1        24X        |    $     132,970    1        24X 

T0TALS                          86               1    476,076      I    $5,784,323    1    159,842    1        34X        |    $1,942,080    1        34X        | 

*  Four  Permittees  have  both  sheep  and  cattle  AUMs. 
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Appendix  Table  A-6 
Potential  Crop  Production  by  Alternative 


Current** 

Alternate 

ve  A 

Alternative  B 

Alternatl 

ve  C 

Alternative  D 

1 

X  of 

1 

X  of 

1 

X  of 

X  of    I 

1     Crop* 

Production 

Productionl 

Current 

Productionl 

Current 

Productionl 

Current 

Production 

Current  1 

1  Barley 

3,075,725  Bu. 

1 

1,194,0921 

I 

38.81 

1 

2,188,7261 

1 

71. 2X 

1 

1,193,7601 

1 

38. 8X 

147,562 

4.8X   I 

Iwinter  Wheat 

2,848,625  Bu. 

1,220,0191 
1 

42. 8X 

2,236,2491 
1 

78. 5X 

1 
1,219,6801 

42. 8X 

150,766 

5.3X 

1  Sugar  Beets 

518,338  ton 

318,328! 

1 

61. 4X 

1 

583,4841 

1 

112. 6X 

1 
318,2401 

1 

61. 41 

39,338 

7.6X 

1  Potatoes 

11,936,500  CWT 

6,002,0801 
1 

50. 3X 

1 

11,002,0961 

1 

92. 2X 

1 

6,000,7921 

1 

50. 3X 

741,566 

6.2X 

*  Only  Crops  for  which  data  is  available. 

**  1981-1978  Aug.  Idaho  Agricultural  Statistics  (Elmore,  Owyhee,  Twin  Falls  Counties) 


1. 

2. 


3. 
4. 
5. 


6. 


7. 

8. 

9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 


Appendix  Table  A-7 
Basic  Assumptions  for 
Typical  Farm  Budgets 


Element 


County 

Crops  and  Percentages 


Farmable  Acreage 

Water  Pumped  or  Gravity  Flow 

Cost  of  Wells,  Pump,  Motors 

Interest  Rate  &  Term  of  Loan 

Annual  Electricity  Costs 

Cost  of  Irrigation  System 

Interest  Rate  &  Term  of  Loan 

Labor  Costs  For  Water-Related  Use 

Soil  Type 

Wage  Rate 

Annual  Interest  on  Prod.  Credit 

Term  of  Production  Credit 

Taxes  and  Overhead 

Revenue  Adj .  Factor 

Value  of  Land 

Interest  Rate  &  Term  of  Loan  on  Land 

Crop  Prices 


Assumption 

Owyhee 

Alfalfa,  6% 

Winter  Wheat,  17% 

Barley,  17% 

Potatoes,  22% 

Sugar  Beets,  17% 

Dry  Edible  Beans,  21% 

310 

Pumped 

$150,000 

12%,  20  years 

$12,600 

$60,000 

12%,  20  years 

$7,200 

100%  SCS,  Class  4 

$3.35  per  hour 

14% 

12  months 

3%  of  Production  Costs 

10%  of  Total  Revenue 

$25  per  acre 

12%,  20  years 

FY-84  Normalized  Prices 
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APPENDIX  TABLE  B-1 


Areas  and  Sites  Recccmended  for  Special  Designation  U 
by  Alternatives  A,  B,  C,  C]_  and  D 


National 

Outstanding! 

Wild  & 

With- 

National 1 

Hist.    iNatlooal 

Natural 

Activityl  Wilder- 

Scenic 

drawal 

Natural  1 

I                  Areas/Sites 

MIA 

ach; 

Trail    iRegister 

Area 

ISRMA 

Plans    1  ness 

River 

Area 

Landmark! 

I  Cultural 

I     Arch  Canyon 

10 

CD 

1          D 

CD    1 

I     Devil  Ck.   Complex 

12,13 

1       BCD 

BCD    1 

I     Dry  Lake  Beds 

10,  U 

1       BCD 

BCD     1 

I     Juniper  Ranch  Complex 

12 

1          D 

BCD     1 

I    Oregon  Trail 

3,4,5,7,8 

ABCD     1     ABCD 

lABCD 

ABCD     1 

ABCD 

I     Post  Office 

11 

BCD     1 

I     Dove  Springs 

7 

BCD     i 

I    Clover  Creek 

12 

1          D 

BCD     1 

I     Pot  Hole 

6 

BCD     1 

iBaleontologic 

I     Hagennan  Fossil  Beds 

8 

BCD 

lABCD 

ABCD     1 

I     SanH  Point  Faleo 

4,6 

BCD 

BCD     1 

iRecreatlon 

I     Bennett  HlUf  Mint.  Rec.  Area 

2 

1     CD 

CD     1 

I    Bruneau  Jarbldge  River 

10 

CD 

lABCD 

ABCD     1 

ABCD 

ABCD 

I     Hagermarr-Owsley  QRV 

8,9 

lABCD 

ABCD     1 

I    Jarbldge  Forks  Canyon 

15,16 

1  BCD 

BCD     1 

j    Salmon  Falls  Ck.  Canyon 

14 

D 

ABCD 

lABCD 

ABCD     1 

1     Upper  Salmon  F.  Ck.  &  Canyon 

15 

lABCD 

ABCD     1 

1    Oregon  Trail 

3,4,5,7,8 

ABCD     1 

lABCD 

ABCD     1 

1    S.  Fork  Boise  River 

1 

ABCD  3/ 

I    A.J.  Wiley  Reach-Snake  River 

4 

1       D 

D     1 

D3/ 

IWlldllfe 

1     Big  torn  Habitat 

10,15,16 

CD 

CD     1 

1     Snake  River  BOP 

5 

ABCD     1 

ABCD 

1    Snake  River  Wildlife  Tracts 

4 

CD     1 

1    Sensitive  &  Candidate  Species 

1        Habitat 

D        1 

1  Wilderness 

I     Btuneau-Sheep  Ck  USA 

10 

BCD     1     BCD 

1     Bruneau- Jarbldge  WSA 

10 

BCiD  1  BCiD2/ 

}J  Area  having  special  designation  would  have  a  management  plan  prepared  for  it. 

Is  (4  Is  a  subaltematlve  of  C.    The  difference  Is  that  "C"  does  not  contain  a  suitability  reo 

Hill  WSA  and  had  less  wilderness  acreage  for  ^.rbldge  River  WSA. 
±i  Reccnmend  for  study. 
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APPENDIX  TABLE  B-1a 

Areas  and  Sites  Reccmnended  for  Special  Designation  by  Alternative  (In  acres) 


Alternative 

Alternative 

Alternative 

Alternative  1 

Area/Site 

A 

B 

C 

D           1 

lAreaa  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 

4,394 

4,394 

I  -  Hagennan  Faleontological  ACEC 

4,394      1 

I  -  Sand  Point  Paleontologlc,  Geological  & 

624 

815 

815      1 

I          Cultural  ACEC 

I  -  Bruneau/Jarbldge  River  ACEC  (Includes 

84, 111 

84,111      I 

I          Arch  Canyon,  Bighorn  Sheep  Habitat, 

E.F.  Jarbldge) 

I  -  Salmon  Falls  Creek  Canyon  ACEC 

2,947 

lOutstandlng  Natural  Area 

2,947 

2,947 

2,947 

I  -  Salmon  Falls  Creek  Canyon 

2,947      1 

I  Special  Recreation  Management  Areas  (SRMA) 

16,384 

16,384 

16,334 

1  -  Oregon  Trail 

16,384      1 

1  -  Salmon  Falls  Creek  SRMA 

5,600 

5,600 

5,600 

5,600      1 

1      a.  Salmon  Falls  Creek  Canyon 

2,947 

2,947 

2,947 

2,947      1 

1      b.  Upper  Salmon  Falls  Creek 

2,653 

2,653 

2,653 

2,653      1 

1  -  Jarbldge  Forks  SRMA 

4,320 

4,320 

4,320      1 

1  -  Bennett  Hills  Winter  SRMA 

— 

— 

56,680 

56,680      1 

1  -  Bruneau/Jarbldge  River  SRMA 

57,000 

57,000 

57,000 

57,000      I 

1  -  Hagermarr-Owsley  SRMA  (total) 

4,190 

7,074 

7,074 

7,074      I 

1      a.  Hagennan  National  Natural  Landmark 

4,190 

4,394 

4,394 

4,394      1 

1      b.  Owsley  Bridge  ORV  (850  acre  overlap 

3,530 

3,530 

3,5X      1 

between  a  &  b) 

IWlld  and  Scenic  River  (121  miles) 

57,000 
30,384 

57,000 
30,384 

57,000 
30,384 

57,000      1 

1  -  Jarbldge  Resource  Area  (100  miles) 

30,384      1 

1          Jarbldge  River  (29  miles) 

13,661 

13,661 

13,661 

13,661      1 

I          Bruneau  River  (71  miles) 

16,723 

16,723 

16,723 

16,723      1 

1  -  Bruneau  Resource  Area  (92  miles) 

26,615 

26,615 

26,615 

26,615      1 

1         Sheep  Creek  (21  miles) 

9,892 

9,892 

9,892 

9,892      1 

Bruneau  River  (71  mlLes) 

16,723 

16,723 

16,723 

16,723      1 

IWildemess 

17,929 

17,929 

1  -  Bruneau-Sheep  Creek  WSA  111-17 

104,406      1 

1  -  Jarbldge  River  WSA  17-11 

L3.481 

13,481  1/ 

75,118      1 

1  -  King  Mil  Creek  WSA  19-2 

26,389 

0  11 

29,309      1 

Total  Suitable 

47,537 

94,199 

208,833      1 

ISnake  River  Birds  of  Prey  (ELO  5777) 

47,537 
16,384 

47,537 
16,384 

47,537 
16,384 

47,537      1 

iNatlonal  Register  Nanlnatians 

1  -  Oregon  Trail  (44  miles) 

16,384      1 

1  -  Dry  Lake  Bed/Bruneau  River  Complex 

X,000 

30,000 

30,000      1 

1  -  Juniper  Ranch  Complex 

160      1 

1  -  Clover  Creek  Complex 

320      1 

1  -  Devil  Creek  Complex 

7,000 

7,000 

7,000      1 

1  -  Arch  Canyon  Complex 

1,000      1 

1  National  Historic  Trail 

16,334 

16,384 

16,384 

1  -  Oregon  Trail  (51.2  miles) 

16,384      I 

JNatlonal  Natural  Landmark 

1  -  A.J.  Wiley  reach  of  the  Snake  River  (9  ml) 

2,353      1 

1/  Alternative  C^  contains  75,118 
2  Alternative  q  contains  26,389 


for  Jarbldge  River  WSA. 
for  King  Hill  WSA  19-2. 
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APPENDIX    TABLE   B-3 


Actions,  Restrictions  and  Closures  Relating  to 
lands  and  Minerals  for  Alternative  A  (in  acres  by  MUA) 


Actions,  Restrictions  and  Closures  Relating  to 
lands  and  Minerals  for  Alternative  B  (in  acres  by  MUA) 


lands  (acres) 

Leasables  (acres) 

Locatables  (acres) 

Utllity/RCW 

Closed  to 

1 

<fo  Surface 

I                              MUA 

Avoidance 

Ag  Entry 

Closed  lOccupancy  1/ 

Open 

Withdrawn  1 

1   1.  Anderson  Lake/Boise  River 

0 

0 

1 
1,9581 

0 

9,522 

1,564      1 

1  2.  Upper  Bennett 

0 

0 

01 

0 

62,228 

0      1 

1  3.  lower  Bennett 

6,464 

6,464  2/ 

1601 

6,464 

49,711 

80      1 

1  4.  Snake  River  Riparian 

640 

640 

2,5431 

1,264 

8,865 

203      1 

I   5.  SRBOP 

1,504  3/4/ 

49,286  3/4/ 

49,2861 

49,286 

35,175 

14,111      1 

1  6.  Saylor  Creek  West 

102,7% 

102,746 

103,1861 

102,746 

74,113 

102,746      1 

1  7.  Saylor  Creek  East 

4,364 

111,333 

13,5021 

13,502 

340,954 

6,576       1 

1  8.  Age  man  Fossil  Beds 

4,394 

4,394 

3,4081 

4,394 

4,394 

0      1 

1  9.  Hagerman  CRV 

0 

0 

2801 

0 

2,901 

0      1 

1  ID.  Bruneau-Jarbldge-Sheep  Creek 

X.384  5/ 

95,639 

X,384l 

38,000 

65,255 

30,384  5/1 

111.  Inside  Desert 

8,480 

211,570 

01 

8,480 

211,571 

0      1 

112.  West  Devil 

3,480 

255,919 

4801 

3,480 

255,434 

480      1 

1 13.  East  Devil 

3,000 

108,036 

01 

3,000 

108,036 

0      1 

1 14.  Salmon  FalLs  Creek 

2,947 

2,947 

01 

2,947 

2,947 

0     1 

115.  Jarbldge  Foothills 

1,000 

205,238 

6,0901 

1,000 

202,550 

2,688      1 

|16.  Diamond  "A" 

0 

97,980 

541 

1 

0 

97,926 

54      1 

TOTALS 

169,953 

1,252,186 

1 
211,3311 

234,563 

1,531,587 

158,886      1 

(108) 

(74%) 

(1301 

1 

(14%) 

(91%) 

(9%)       1 

}J  Plus  area  within  500  feet  of  stream  banks  or  edges  of  reservoir  or  seasonal  for  wintering/nest  wildlife. 

y  Plus  portions  of  3  paleontologic  areas  (33  sites). 

If  Plus  identified  raptor  nest  sites. 

hi  Plus  areas  to  ridge  line  around  Bruneau  Dunes  State  lark. 

5/  plus  26,616  acres  In  IRA  for  total  of  57,000  acres. 


Lands 

acres) 

Leasables  (acres) 

Locatables  (acres) 

Utility/ROW 

Closed  to 

i 

to  Surface 

MUA 

Avoidance 

Ag  Entry 

Closed  1  Occupancy  2/ 

Open 

Withdrawn  l/l 

1  1. 

Anderson  lake/Boise  River 

0 

0 

1,9581 

0 

9,522 

1,564      1 

1  2. 

Upper  Bennett 

21,095  6/ 

21,095 

21,0951 

21,095  6/ 

41,133 

21,095  6/1 

1  3. 

Lower  Bennett 

6,464 

6,464  3/ 

1601 

6,464 

43,327 

6,540      1 

1  4. 

Snake  River  Riparian 

1,070 

1,070 

6,5251 

1,264 

7,601 

1,467      1 

1  5. 

SRBOP 

1,504  4/5/ 

49,286  4/5/ 

49,2861 

49,286 

33,671 

15,615      1 

1  6. 

Say  lor  Creek  West 

102,840 

102,840 

103,1861 

103,370 

73,489 

103,370      1 

1  7. 

Saylor  Creek  East 

4,864 

5,104 

13,5021 

4,864 

336,090 

11,440      1 

1  8. 

Hagerman  Fossil  Beds 

4,394 

4,394 

4,3941 

4,394 

4,394 

0      1 

1  9. 

Hagenmn  ORV 

0 

0 

2801 

0 

2,901 

0      1 

110. 

Bruneau-Jarbidge-Sheep  Creek 

15,192  7/ 

15,622 

30,3841 

30,384 

65,255 

30,384  7/1 

111. 

Inside  Desert 

8,480 

8,480 

01 

8,480 

211,571 

0      1 

112. 

West  Devil 

3,480 

3,480 

4801 

3,480 

255,439 

480      1 

113. 

East  Devil 

3,000 

3,000 

01 

3,000 

103,036 

0      1 

114. 

Salmon  Falls  Creek 

2,947 

2,947 

01 

2,947 

2,947 

0      1 

115. 

Jarbldge  Foothills 

1,000 

1,000 

6,0901 

1,000 

202,550 

2,688      1 

|16. 

Diamond  "A" 

0 

0 

541 
1 

0 

97,926 

54      1 

TOTALS 

176, 4X 

224,882 

1 
237,3941 

240,028 

1,495,776 

194,697      I 

(10%) 

(13%) 

(14%)  1 

1 

(14%) 

(88%) 

(12%)       I 

}J  Ihere  is  an  additional  28,914  acres  of  limited  withdrawals  (power  site)  or  withdrawals  that  only  affect 

l^nd«  actions. 
2/  plus  area  within  500  feet  of  stream  banks  or  edges  of  reservoir  or  seasonal  for  wintering/nest  wildlife. 
d!  Plus  portions  of  3  paleontologic  areas  (38  sites). 
21  Plus  Identified  raptor  nest  sites. 

1'  Plus  areas  to  ridge  line  around  Bruneau  Dunes  State  Pane. 
*/  Plus  5,294  acres  in  Shoshone  District. 
V  Plus  14,578  acres  in  tRA  for  total  of  29,740  acres. 


Actions,  Restrictions  and  Closures  Relating  to 
lands  and  Minerals  for  Alternative  C  (in  acres  by  MUA) 


lands 

acres) 

Leasables  (acres) 

Locatables  (acres) 

Utility/ROW 

Closed  to 

No  Surface 

With- 

MIA 

Avoidance 

Ag  Entry 

Closed 

Occupaopy  V 

Open 

drawn  1/     1 

1  1.  Anderson  Lake/Boise  River 

0 

11,036 

1,958 

0 

9,522 

1,564          1 

1  2.  Upper  Bennett 

0  7/ 

62,188 

0  7/ 

0  7/ 

62,133 

95  7/     1 

1  3.  Lower  Bennett 

7,200 

42,530 

160 

7,200 

42,511 

7,280          1 

1  4.  Snake  River  Riparian 

1,587 

8,728 

2,978 

1,587 

7,278 

1,790          1 

1  5.  SRBOP 

1,504  4/5/ 

49,286 

0 

15,615 

33,671 

15,615          1 

1  6.  Saylor  Creek  West 

103,126 

171,626 

103,126 

103,126 

73,733 

103,126          1 

1  7.  Saylor  Creek  East 

4,864 

275,920 

18,364 

18,364 

335,096 

12,464          I 

1  8.  Hagerman  Fossil  Beds 

4,394 

4,394 

3,408 

4,394 

4,394 

0          1 

1  9.  Hagerman  ORV 

0 

2,901 

280 

280 

2,901 

0          1 

1 10-  Bruneau-Jarbidge-Sheep  Creek 

75,471  6/8/ 

95,639 

75,471  8/ 

75,471  8/ 

20,168 

75,471  6/8/1 

111.  Inside  Desert 

6,030 

211,571 

0 

6,080 

205,491 

6,080          1 

112.  West  Devil 

3,480 

255,919 

480 

3,480 

252,439 

3,480          1 

113.  East  Devil 

3,000 

108,036 

o' 

3,000 

105,036 

3,000          1 

114.  Salmon  Falls  Creek 

2,947 

2,947 

0 

2,947 

2,947 

0          1 

115.  Jarbldge  Foothills 

5,320 

205,233 

6,090 

88,856 

197, 230 

8,008          1 

lib.  Diamond  "A" 

4,320 

97,980 

54 

83,713 

93,446 

4,534          I 

TOTALS 

227,853 

1,569,923 

213,068 

414,553 

1,450,433 

240,035          I 

(13%) 

(93%) 

(13%) 

(25%) 

(87%) 

(13%)          1 

If  There  Is  an  additional  28,914  acres  of  limited  withdrawals  (power  site)  or  withdrawals  that  only  affect 

lands  actions. 
y  Plus  area  within  500  feet  of  stream  banks  or  edges  of  reservoir  or  seasonal  for  wintering/nest 
wildlife. 


Plus  portions  of  3  paleontologic  areas  (38  sites). 

Plus  Identified  raptor  nest  sites. 

Plus  areas  to  ridge  line  around  Bruneau  Dunes  State  Park. 


y  Plus  15,788  acres  in  ERA. 

y  Under  Alternative  q,  an  additional  26,389  acres  (21,095  Jarbidge,  5,294  Shoshone)  would  be  closed. 

y  Under  Alternative  q,  an  additional  27,520  acres  would  be  closed. 


Actions,  Restrictions  and  Closures  Relating  to 
T^nH«  and  Minerals  for  Alternative  D  (in  acres  by  MUA) 


lands 

acres) 

Leasables  (acres) 

Tnrarahles  (acres)    1 

Utility/ROW  1  Closed  to 

No  Surface 

With-      1 

MUA 

Avoidance 

Ag  Entry 

Closed 

Occupancy  2/ 

Open 

drawn  1/1 

i  1. 

Anderson  lake/Boise  River 

0 

11,036 

1,958 

0 

9,522 

1,564      1 

1  2. 

Upper  Bennett 

23,815  6/ 

62,228 

23,815 

23,815  6/ 

33,413 

23,815  6/1 

1  3. 

Lower  Bennett 

6,464 

49,791 

160 

6,624 

43,247 

6,544      I 

1  4. 

Snake  River  Riparian 

1,075 

9,068 

3,618 

3,618 

7,993 

1,075      1 

1  5. 

SRBOP 

1,504  3/4/ 

49,286 

0 

15,615 

33,671 

15,615      1 

1   6. 

Saylor  Creek  West 

103,416 

176,859 

103,416 

103,416 

73,443 

103,416      1 

1  7. 

Saylor  Creek  Fast 

4,864 

347,530 

18,364 

4,864 

324,650 

22,880      1 

1   8. 

Hagerman  Fossil  Beds 

4,394 

4,394 

4,394 

4,394 

0 

4,394      I 

1  9. 

Hagerman  CSV 

0 

2,901 

280 

280 

2,901 

0      1 

1 10. 

Bruneau-Jarbidge-Sheep  Creek 

95,639  5/ 

95,639 

95,639  1/ 

95,639 

0 

95,639      1 

111. 

Inside  Desert 

8,480 

211,571 

0 

8,480 

203,091 

8,480      1 

112. 

West  Devil 

3,480 

255,919 

480 

3,480 

251,959 

3,960      1 

|13. 

East  Devil 

1,000 

108,036 

0 

3,000 

105,036 

3,000      1 

114. 

Salmon  Falls  Creek 

2,947 

2,947 

0 

2,947 

2,947 

0      1 

115. 

Jarbldge  Foothills 

1,000 

205,238 

6,090 

7,973 

194,577 

10,661      1 

116. 

Diamond  "A" 

4,320 

97,867 

54 

4,320 

93,446 

4,534      1 

TOTALS 

263,213 

1,690,473 

258,268 

289,280 

1,384,8% 

305,577      I 

(16%) 

(100%) 

(16%) 

(17%) 

(82%) 

(18%)       1 

y  There  is  an  additional  28,914  acres  of  limited  withdrawals  (power  site)  or  withdrawals  that  only  affect 


lands  actions. 

Plus  area  within  500  feet  of  stream  banks  or  edges  of  reservoir  or  seasonal  for  wintering/nest  wildlife. 


y 

.x'   Plus  Identified  raptor  nest  sites. 


z!  Plus  areas  to  ridge  line  around  Bruneau  Dunes  State  Park. 


5/  JRA  95,639  acres,  BRA  83,885  acres  total  WSA  reo 
1'  Plus  5,494  acres  in  Shoshone  District. 


tlon  affecting  lands  and  Minerals  =  179,524. 
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APPENDIX   TABLE   B-4 


Forage  Uae  Levels  (AIJMs),  Grazing  Exclusions  and 
Fire  Suppression  Action  for  Alternative  A  (by  MJA) 


Forage  Use  Levels  (AUMs),  Grazing  ExcLuslons  and 
Fire  Suppression  Actions  for  Alternative  B  (by  MUA) 


MIA 

Forage 

Use  Levels 

In  AUMS 

Crazing 
Exclusion 

(.acres) 

Fire  Suppi 
(acres 

Livestock       1 

rflld 
orses 

Wildlife 

esslan  1 

Initlal- 
(5-Year) 

20       1 
Year    IH 

Big- 
Horn 

Elk 

Mile  1 
Deer  1 

tate- 
bope 

)            1 

Full      1 

Limited  1 

i  1. 

Anderson  Lake/Boise  River 

550 

1 
5501 

0 

0 

89 

441 

0 

0 

1 
11,0861 

01 

1  2. 

Upper  Bennett 

7,907 

7,8961 

0 

0 

296 

3651 

0 

0 

62,2281 

01 

1  3. 

Lower  Bennett 

6,459 

4,9841 

0 

0 

0 

581 

3 

0 

48,2441 

01 

1  4. 

Snake  River  Riparian 

531 

497| 

0 

0 

0 

171 

0 

0 

9,0681 

01 

1  5. 

SRBOP 

2,698 

2,6981 

0 

0 

0 

171 

0 

0 

49,2861 

01 

1  6. 

Saylor  Creek  West 

10,134 

5,1771 

600 

0 

0 

171 

0 

0 

176,8591 

Ol 

1  7. 

Say lor  Creek  East 

33,376 

25,7121 

0 

0 

0 

171 

4 

0 

347,5X1 

01 

1   8. 

Hagerman  Fo6sll  Beds 

344 

3441 

0 

0 

0 

ll 

0 

0 

4,3971 

Ol 

1   9. 

Hagerran  ORV 

344 

3421 

0 

0 

0 

ll 

0 

0 

2,901| 

01 

lio. 

Bruneau-Jarbidge-Sheep  Qt 

5,770 

5,7701 

0 

342 

0 

2081 

15 

0 

36,6991 

58,9401 

111. 

Inside  Desert 

15,975 

15,5501 

0 

0 

0 

591 

54 

0 

53,3201 

158,2511 

IL2. 

West  Devil 

28,491 

28,1361 

0 

0 

0 

31 1 

33 

0 

25,4401  230,4791 

lu. 

East  Devil 

16,474 

16,4651 

0 

0 

0 

221 

8 

0 

108,0361 

01 

114. 

Salmon  Falls  Creek 

378 

3781 

0 

0 

0 

161 

0 

0 

2,9471 

01 

115. 

Jarbldge  Foothills 

26,525 

26,3551 

0 

92 

0 

3611 

132 

0 

190,1181 

15,1201 

116. 

Diamond  "A" 

9,050 

9,0131 

1 

0 

164 

0 

2911 

15 

0 

61,1301 

1 

36,8X1 

TOTAL 

165,006 

1 
149,8671 

600 

598 

385 

1,5251 

261 

0 

1 
1,190,7611  499,7121 

1 
1 

(7058)     1 

1 

(X%)  1 

MIA 

Forage 

Use 

.evels  in  AUrE 

Grazing 
Exclusion 
(acres) 

Livestock      1 

rtld 
arses 

Wildlife 

Fire  Suppression  1 

Inltlal-I     X       1 
(5-Year) 1  Year     |H 

Blg" 
Hom 

Elk 

Mile  lAnte- 
Deer  llope 

(acres)            1 

Full      1  Limited  1 

i   1. 

Anderson  lake/Boise  River 

1               1 
5451        5451 

0 

0 

47 

1 
311 

0 

0 

1                1 
11,0861             01 

1  2. 

Upper  Bennett 

9,3761     9,89ll 

0 

0 

83 

3391 

0 

0 

62,2281              01 

1  3. 

Lower  Bennett 

7,6511     9,2861 

0 

0 

0 

341 

0 

0 

49,7811              01 

1  4. 

Snake  River  Riparian 

6311         5971 

0 

0 

0 

171 

0 

0 

9,0681             01 

1  5. 

SRBOP 

3,2001    6,4251 

0 

0 

0 

81 

0 

0 

49,2861             01 

1  6. 

Saylor  Creek  West 

17,7001   52,5491 

0 

0 

0 

171 

0 

0 

176,8591             01 

1   7. 

Saylor  Creek  East 

40,0881  71,8851 

0 

0 

0 

171 

4 

0 

347,5X1              01 

1   8. 

Hagerman  Fossil  Beds 

4081        4081 

0 

0 

0 

ll 

0 

0 

4,3941             01 

1  y. 

Hagerman  ORV 

4081        4081 

0 

0 

0 

ll 

0 

0 

2.X1I             01 

lio. 

Bruneau-Jarbidge-Sheep  Qc 

6,9241     8,1231 

0 

342 

0 

2091 

15 

0 

95,6391             01 

111. 

Inside  Desert 

20,6911  38,1X1 

0 

0 

0 

591 

54 

0 

53,3201   158,2511 

112. 

West  Devil 

34,3311  56,5831 

0 

0 

0 

311 

33 

0 

25,4401  2X,479| 

113. 

East  Devil 

19,1401  27,7751 

0 

0 

0 

221 

8 

0 

108,0361             01 

114. 

Salmon  Falls  Creek 

4X1        4X1 

0 

0 

0 

161 

0 

0 

2,9471             01 

115. 

Jarbldge  Foothills 

32,1911  35,5511 

0 

92 

0 

3221 

L32 

0 

205,2381             01 

116. 

Diamond  "A" 

11,3361   16,6041 
1               1 

0 

164 

0 

2391 
1 

15 

0 

97,9801             01 

1 

TOTAL 

1               1 

205,0701335,1301 

1              1 

1              1 

0 

598 

IX 

1 

1,3611 

1 

1 

261 

0 

1                1 

l,Xl,743l  388,7X1 

(77W     1     (23%)  1 

1               1 

Forage  Use  Levels  (ADMb),  Grazing  Exclusions  and 
Fire  Suppression  Actions  for  Alternative  C  (by  MUA) 


Forage  Use  Levels  CAUNs),  Grazing  Exclusions  and 
Fire  Suppression  Actions  for  Alternative  D  (by  MUA) 


1 

Forage  Use  levels  in  A1M> 

Grazing 
Exclusion 
(acres) 

Fire  Suppress 
(acres) 

1 

Livestock      1 

Wild 

Wildlife 

>lon  1 

Inltlal-I     X      1 
(5-tear)l  Year     1 

Big- 
Kim 

Elk 

Mile 
Deer 

Ante- 
lope 

1 

MIA 

Full       1  Iimttedl 

1  1.  Anderson  lake/Boise  River 

5451        5451 

0 

0 

91 

54 

0 

0 

1 
11,0861 

1 

01 

1  2.  Upper  Bennett 

4,9281     6,9781 

0 

0 

473 

670 

0 

0 

62,2281 

01 

1  3.  Lower  Bennett 

6,7631     8,1521 

0 

0 

0 

70 

4 

0 

49,7911 

ol 

1  4.  Snake  River  Riparian 

4021        4021 

0 

0 

0 

24 

0 

0 

9,0681 

ol 

1  5.  SRBOP 

4,4821     5,63ll 

0 

0 

0 

32 

0 

0 

49,2861 

ol 

1  6.  Saylor  Creek  West 

12,1361  47,7721 

0 

0 

0 

29 

0 

0 

176,8591 

ol 

1  7.  Saylor  Creek  East 

37,0971  73,4241 

600 

0 

0 

32 

4 

0 

347,5X1 

01 

1  8.  Hagerman  Fossil  Beds 

ol         Ol 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

4,3941 

01 

1  9.  Hagerman  ORV 

1401        1971 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

2, 9011 

ol 

110.  Bruneau-Jarbidge-Sheep  Ox 

5,7701     6,141 1 

0 

342 

0 

356 

15 

0 

95,6391 

ol 

111.  Inside  Desert 

20,0781  33,4231 

0 

0 

0 

73 

54 

0 

211,5711 

ol 

112.  West  Devil 

33,6X1  44,8541 

0 

0 

0 

52 

33 

0 

255,9191 

ol 

|13.  East  Devil 

18,7721  20,1691 

0 

0 

0 

37 

8 

0 

108,0361 

ol 

14.  Salmon  Falls  Creek 

Ol           01 

0 

0 

0 

16 

0 

2,947 

2, 9471 

01 

115.  Jarbldge  Foothills 

25,3X1  26,4661 

0 

92 

* 

439 

132 

0 

205,2381 

01 

|16.  Diamond  "A" 

8, 2061  10,9961 

0 

164 

* 

541 

15 

0 

97,9801 

1 

ol 

1 

1            TOTAL  Alt.  C 

1               1 
178,3191285,1X1 

600 

598 

564 

2,427 

265 

2,947 

1 
1,690,4731 

1 

1 
ol 

1 

Alternate 

re  C± 

1 

1  2.  Upper  Bennett 

4,9281     6,9651 

398 

670 

62,2281 

1 

1 10.  Bruneau-Jarbidge-Sheep  Ox 

5,7701     5,9581 

342 

356 

15 

95,6391 

1 

1 
1 

1            TOTAL  Alt.  q 

178,3191284,9541 

600 

598 

489 

2,427 

265 

2,947 

1 

1,690,4731 

1 

1 

1 

ol 

1 

1 

MIA 

Forage 

Use  Levels 

In  AUG 

Grazing 
Exclusion 
(acres) 

Fire  Suppn 
(acres 

Livestock       1 

1 

Wildlife 

sssion  1 

Initlal- 
(5-Year) 

X      1  Wild  1  Big- 
Year    1  Horses  1  Horn 

Elk 

Mile  lAnte- 
Deer  llope 

>            1 

Full      1 

Jmltedl 

i  1. 

Anderson  Lake/Boise  River 

439 

1 
4401 

1 
01      0 

196 

1 
541 

0 

0 

1 
11,0861 

0      1 

1  2. 

Upper  Bennett 

3,969 

3,9771 

01      0 

591 

6781 

0 

0 

62,2281 

0      1 

1  3. 

Lower  Bennett 

5,137 

5,2511 

01      0 

0 

1191 

10 

0 

49,7911 

0      1 

1  4. 

Snake  River  Riparian 

325 

3261 

01      0 

0 

241 

0 

0 

9,0681 

0      1 

1  5. 

SRBOP 

2,149 

2,3131 

Ol      0 

0 

491 

0 

0 

49,2861 

0      1 

1  6. 

Saylor  Creek  West 

8,0X 

11,0661 

01      0 

0 

291 

0 

0 

176,8591 

0      1 

1  7. 

Saylor  Creek  East 

25,428 

X.487I  2,1001      0 

0 

331 

4 

0 

347,5X1 

0      1 

1  8. 

Hagerman  Fossil  Beds 

0 

01 

01      0 

0 

ll 

0 

4,394 

4,3941 

0      1 

1  9. 

Hagerman  ORV 

113 

1141 

01      0 

0 

ll 

0 

0 

2,9011 

0      1 

110. 

Bruneau-Jarbidge-Sheep  Qc 

4,616 

4,6161 

01  342 

0 

3561 

15 

0 

95,6391 

0      1 

111. 

Inside  Desert 

12,113 

13,1371 

01      0 

0 

731 

54 

0 

211,5711 

0     1 

112. 

West  Devil 

22,338 

22,4231 

01      0 

0 

521 

33 

0 

255,9191 

0      1 

113. 

East  Devil 

12,241 

12,2661 

01      0 

0 

371 

S 

0 

108,0361 

0      1 

114. 

Salmon  Falls  Creek 

0 

01 

01      0 

0 

161 

0 

2,947 

2,947 | 

0      1 

115. 

Jarbldge  Foothills 

16, 7X 

16,7141 

01    92 

0 

4391 

132 

0 

204,7911 

0      1 

116. 

Diamond  "A" 

6,019 

6,0311 

1 

01  164 
1 

0 

5411 

1 

15 

0 

97,8671 

1 

0     1 

TOTAL 

119,687 

1             1 
129,1611  2,1X1  598 
1            1 

787 

1 

2,5021 

1 

271 

7,341 

1 

1,690,4731 

1 

0      1 
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APPENDIX  C 
AREAS  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN 


This  appendix  summarizes  the  description  and  special  management 
requirements  for  Salmon  Falls  Creek  Canyon  if  it  were  to  be  designated  an 
area  of  critical  environmental  concern.  Additional  information  and  a 
detailed  write  up  is  available  at  the  Boise  District  BLM  Office.   The 
preferred  alternative  in  this  plan  (see  pages  61-71)  recommends  ACEC 
designation  for  3  of  the  4  potential  ACECs  (Hagerman  Paleontological  Area; 
Sand  Point  Paleontologic,  Geologic,  and  Cultural  Area;  and  the 
Bruneau/Jarbidge  River  ACEC).   The  Salmon  Falls  Creek  Natural  Area  is  not 
recommended  for  ACEC  designation  in  the  preferred  alternative,  but  is 
recommended  for  ACEC  designation  in  Alternative  D. 

Additional  potential  ACECs  were  nominated  by  the  public  during  the 
scoping  process  that  did  not  meet  the  minimum  criteria  of  relevance  and 
importance  (43  CFR  1610.7-2)  to  become  eligible  for  further  consideration. 
These  included  BLM  lands  on  the  South  Fork  of  the  Boise  River,  lands 
bordering  the  Snake  River,  Wilderness  Study  Areas  and  dropped  portions  of 
WSAs,  general  riparian  habitat,  and  the  Bennett  Mountain  deer  herd. 

Name:   Salmon  Falls  Creek  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 

I.  MANAGEMENT  OBJECTIVES 

A.  The  primary  objective  of  the  ACEC  is  to  protect  the  scenic, 
cultural,  wildlife  and  other  natural  values  of  the  area. 

B.  The  secondary  objective  is  to  provide  for  primitive  recreational 
use  compatible  with  the  primary  objective. 

II.  DESCRIPTION  (including  Relevance  and  Importance) 

A.   Site  Description 

Salmon  Falls  Creek  is  located  in  southwestern  Idaho  in  an  area 
approximately  25  miles  west  and  southwest  of  the  city  of  Twin 
Falls,  Idaho.   The  portion  of  Salmon  Falls  Creek  proposed  for  ACEC 
designation  extends  from  Salmon  Falls  Dam  downstream  about  30  miles 
to  the  Balanced  Rock  crossing  and  would  contain  2,947  acres. 
Resource  values  of  the  canyon  reflect  the  natural,  pristine 
characteristics  of  the  area. 

Vegetation  between  the  canyon  walls  varies  from  a  sagebrush 
grass  community  on  the  steep  alluvial  slopes  below  the  lava  rims  to 
phreatophlitic  species  such  as  willow,  cattail  and  rushes  along  the 
creek.  Rocky  Mountain  juniper,  elder  and  currant  occur  in  the 
canyon  bottom  near  the  water's  edge. 

Wildlife  is  abundant  and  varied  within  the  area.   Predatory 
animals  include  bobcats,  coyotes,  falcons,  hawks,  eagles,  and 
owls.   Game  animals  include  mule  deer,  Hungarian  and  chukar 
partridge,  pheasant,  sage  grouse,  ducks,  and  cottontail  rabbits. 
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A  multitude  of  song  birds  inhabit  the  area.   Fur  bearers  include 
beaver,  skunk,  and  muskrat.   Small  rodents,  reptiles,  and 
amphibians  also  inhabit  the  area.   The  stream  supports  populations 
of  both  game  and  non-game  fish.   Game  fish  include  brook,  rainbow, 
cutthroat  trout,  and  largemouth  bass.   Feral  goats  also  live  in  the 
area. 

The  area  has  considerable  value  for  primitive  recreation 
activities  and  environmental  education,  and  contains  numerous 
archaeological  sites. 

The  area  has  no  precious  metals  or  industrial  minerals  but 
does  have  oil  and  gas  potential.   Saleable  mineral  materials  such 
as  common  rock,  sand  and  clay  are  present  in  the  area. 

B.  Relevance 

The  Salmon  Falls  Creek  ACEC  is  considered  relevant  as  part  of 
a  natural  system  or  processes  based  on  a  near  pristine  natural 
environment.   The  resource  values  of  Salmon  Falls  Creek  meet  the 
"scientific  values"  criteria  of  Section  102  of  FLPMA  and  the 
"natural  system  or  processes"  criteria  of  Section  103  of  FLPMA. 

C.  Importance 

The  site  has  been  recommended  as  a  Natural  Area  by  the  Burley 
District  and  is  recommended  for  the  same  designation  in  the 
Jarbidge  RMP  in  all  alternatives. 

The  portion  of  the  area  between  Salmon  Falls  Dam  and  Lilly 
Grade  was  originally  named  as  a  Wilderness  Study  Area  (WSA)  but  was 
dropped  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  for  failing  to  meet  the 
size  criteria. 

Dr.  C.H.  Frost  of  Idaho  State  University  examined  the  canyon 
in  1975  and  expressed  a  strong  desire  for  the  BLM  "to  direct 
management  to  effect  the  protection  and  preservation  of  the 
pristine  and  'relatively'  untouched  characteristics  of  the  canyon 
for  the  purpose  of  the  preservation  of  examples  of  natural  eco- 
systems, to  provide  for  an  excellent  outdoor  laboratory  for 
ecological  and  environmental  education  for  generations  of  the 
future  and  to  preserve  the  gene  pools  for  typical  and  endangered 
plants  and  animals." 

The  proximity  of  this  "island"  of  relatively  untouched  natural 
environment  containing  valuable  cultural  resources  to  the 
communities  of  southwest  Idaho  makes  it  important  to  give  the  area 
ACEC  status. 

D.  Causes  for  Concern 

The  primary  causes  of  concern  in  this  area  are  the  potential 
for  small  hydro  projects  and  the  potential  (with  one  proposal 
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already  being  discussed)  for  syphons  passing  through  the  natural 
area.   Other  utility  corridors  are  also  a  possibility. 

III.  SPECIAL  MANAGEMENT  REQUIREMENTS 

A.  Immediate  Actions  on  Designation 

1.  While  livestock  grazing  has  been  essentially  ended  in  the 
canyon  the  situation  needs  to  be  monitored  with  measures  taken 
to  insure  protection  from  livestock. 

2.  Administratively  close  the  canyon,  rim  to  rim,  to  all 
vehicular  use  beyond  the  road  crossings.   In  conjunction  sign 
the  key  entrances  at  Lilly  Grade  and  Balanced  Rock  accordingly. 

3.  Develop  and  establish  a  system  of  patrolling  to  assure 
compliance  with  the  closures  and  to  monitor  use. 

4.  The  resource  area  archaeologist  should  study  the  area  and  the 
inventory  information  and  assess  the  need  for  measures 
designed  to  protect  cultural  sites  from  recreationists  and 
pothunters. 

5.  Acquire  through  exchange,  if  possible,  private  and  state 
inholdings  to  secure  effective  management  of  the  whole  area. 

B.  Mid-Range  Management  Actions 

1.  Implement  an  intensive  trash  removal  program.   The  Lilly  Grade 
Dump  will  require  considerable  work  either  for  packing  the 
material  out,  or  if  feasible,  utilization  of  a  helicopter  to 
lift  the  car  bodies,  etc.  out.   Other  areas  of  the  canyon  will 
require  backpacking  the  garbage  out.   Organizations  such  as 
the  Boy  Scouts,  Campfire  Girls,  sportsmans  organizations,  etc. 
may  be  willing  to  contribute  their  resources  to  this  cause. 

2.  Provide  for  minor  upgrading  of  the  overlook  access  roads  and 
develop  safe  overlooks. 

3.  Install  interpretive  facilities  at  overlooks  and  at  the 
trailheads  at  Lilly  and  Balanced  Rock  Crossings.   Subjects  for 
interpretation  include  historical  uses  of  the  canyon  (i.e. 
trapping,  hunting,  collecting),  geology,  rare  or  unique 
species  of  plants  and/or  animals,  raptors  and/or  all  key 
raptoral  species  and  their  relationship  with  the  canyon 
environment  and  archaeological  aspects  of  the  canyon. 

4.  Install  a  t railhead  day  camp  picnic  facility  with  ramada  and 
parking  area  at  Lilly  Grade  in  place  of  the  horse  corral. 

5.  Check  the  access  trails  into  the  canyon  for  possible  signing 
for  safety  on  the  more  hazardous  routes. 
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6.    Implement  a  visitor  use  inventory  and  analysis.   In 

conjunction  with  monitoring  the  area  as  described  in  Item 
B(3),  collect  and  analyze  the  following  kinds  of  information 
and  develop  trends  of  use  and  their  resulting  impacts  on  the 
resources: 

a.  Point  of  origin  of  visitor 

b.  Visitor  objectives 

c.  Visitor  perceptions,  reactions,  opinions 

d.  Length  of  stay 

e.  Time  of  year  of  visit 

C.   Long-Range  Management  Actions 

Once  an  inventory  and  analysis  of  visitor  use  is  underway  and 
trends  are  beginning  to  develop,  adjust  management  in  accordance 
with  the  needs  of  the  resources. 

IV.   COMPATIBLE  AND  INCOMPATIBLE  USES 

A.  Existing  primitive  recreation  uses  of  the  canyon  are  compatible 
uses. 

B.  ORV  use,  cattle  use,  utility  corridor  use,  and  hydro  development 
are  incompatible  uses. 
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APPENDIX  D 
MONITORING  AND  EVALUATION 


The  decisions  outlined  in  the  Jarbidge  RMP  will  be  implemented  over  a 
period  of  ten  to  twenty  years  or  more,  depending  on  the  availability  of 
funding  and  manpower.   The  effects  of  implementation  will  be  monitored  and 
evaluated  on  a  periodic  basis  over  the  life  of  the  plan.   The  general 
purposes  of  this  monitoring  and  evaluation  will  be: 

(1)  To  determine  if  an  action  is  fulfilling  the  purpose  and  need  for 
which  it  was  designed,  or  if  there  is  a  need  for  modification  or 
termination  of  an  action. 

(2)  To  discover  unanticipated  and/or  unpredictable  effects. 

(3)  To  determine  if  mitigation  measures  are  working  as  prescribed. 

(4)  To  ensure  that  decisions  are  being  implemented  as  scheduled. 

(5)  To  provide  continuing  evaluation  of  consistency  with  state  and 
local  plans  and  programs. 

(6)  To  provide  for  continuing  comparison  of  plan  benefits  versus  costs, 
including  social,  economic,  and  environmental. 

A  specific  monitoring  plan  will  be  written  for  the  wildlife,  watershed, 
and  range  programs.   This  plan  will  provide  a  framework  for  choosing  the 
study  methods  that  will  provide  the  information  needed  to  issue  and 
implement  specific  management  decisions  which  effect  watershed,  wildlife, 
and  range.   Monitoring  efforts  will  focus  on  allotments  in  the  Improve 
category.   For  the  range  program,  methodologies  are  available  for  monitoring 
vegetative  trend,  forage  utilization,  actual  use  (livestock  numbers  and 
periods  of  grazing),  and  climate.   The  data  collected  from  these  studies 
will  be  used  to  evaluate  current  stocking  rates,  to  schedule  pasture  moves 
by  livestock,  to  determine  levels  of  forage  competition,  to  detect  changes 
in  plant  communities,  and  to  identify  patterns  of  forage  use.   If  monitoring 
studies  indicate  that  allotment  or  multiple  use  area  objectives  are  not 
being  met  then  management  actions  will  be  adjusted  accordingly.   For  the 
grazing  program,  this  may  include  adjusting  livestock  seasons  of  use, 
livestock  stocking  levels  or  the  grazing  system  being  used. 

Minimum  monitoring  standards  have  been  adopted  by  the  State  of  Idaho, 
Bureau  of  Land  Management.   They  are  included  in  the  Minimum  Monitoring 
Standards  for  BLM-Administered  Rangelands  in  Idaho.   See  the  attached  table 
for  minimum  data  elements  to  be  monitored  for  various  resource  values  as 
described  in  the  Handbook.   New  studies  will  be  consistant  with  the  minimum 
standards  recommendations.   More  intensive  or  specialized  studies  may  be 
utilized  if  a  management  need  exists  and  funding  is  available. 

Priorities  for  monitoring  grazing  allotments  will  be  established  in  this 
plan.   The  methodology  and  intensity  of  study  that  is  chosen  for  a 
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particular  allotment  will  be  determined  by  the  nature  and  severity  of  the 
resource  conflicts  that  are  present  in  that  allotment. 

For  the  wildlife  program,  monitoring  will  be  directed  at  the  biotic 
resource  components  using  both  temporary  and  permanent  studies.   The 
findings  from  these  studies  can  be  used  to  monitor  responses  in  habitat 
condition  and  trend;  monitor  forage  availability,  composition,  and  vigor; 
monitor  changes  in  cover  and  habitat  effectiveness;  and  monitor  habitat 
management  objectives. 

Monitoring  for  the  watershed  program  will  mainly  involve  monitoring  soil 
erosion,  although  trend  in  stream  bank  stability  and  water  quality  will  be 
monitored  for  mining,  forestry  activities,  and  grazing  activities. 

Specific  monitoring  plans  for  other  programs  will  be  developed  if  the 
need  arises. 

The  data  collected  from  the  monitoring  and  evaluation  process  will  be 
analyzed  and  fed  back  into  the  decision  making  process.   This  will  provide 
information  regarding  the  effects  of  the  land  use  decisions,  the  adequacy  of 
mitigation  methods,  etc.   If  monitoring  indicates  that  significant 
unexpected  adverse  impacts  are  occurring  or  the  mitigating  measures  are  not 
working  as  predicted,  it  may  be  necessary  to  amend  or  revise  the  RMP. 
Conversely,  if  implementation  and  mitigating  efforts  are  highly  successful, 
monitoring  and  evaluation  efforts  may  be  reduced. 

Water  quality  constituents  to  be  monitored  will  be  determined  at  the 
activity  planning  level  on  a  case  by  case  basis  by  an  interdisciplinary  team. 
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Minimum  Data  Elements 

to  be  Monitored  for 

Various  Resource  Values 

on  Rangelands* 


Resource  Value 


Trend 


Actual 
Herbage     Annual 
Utilization    Use 


Condition  Climate 


Livestock 

2,3 

a 

yes 

(intensive  mgmt  areas) 

3 

1/ 

(less  intensive  areas) 

Wildlife 

(Upland  Birds 

1,2,3 

a,b 

yes 

&  big  game) 

Watershed 

2,3 

N/A 

N/A 

Fisheries 

3 

N/A 

N/A 

Timber 

"Specialized" 

Studies 

Requ: 

Lred 

Recreation 

"Specialized" 

Studies 

Required 

Paleontologic 

Resource 

"Specialized" 

Studies 

Required 

Cultural  Resources 

"Specialized" 

Studies 

Required 

Water  Quality 

"Specialized" 

Studies 

Required 

2/ 


3/ 


±J   Intensive:   Conflicts  and  possible  significant  adjustment  needed. 

Less  Intensive:   No  real  conflicts. 
±J   Required  by  law. 
dJ   Necessary  to  analyze  all  monitoring  elements. 


Trend  Data  Information 


Key  to  Data  Elements  Chart 


Utilization 


Cover 
Frequency 


Photo  Plot 


a.  Utilization  pattern  mapping. 

b.  Extensive  Browse  Transect 
Method  (used  when  browse 
utilization  date  is  needed, 
i.e.  big  game  winter  ranges.) 

c.  Only  utilization  portion  will 
typically  be  used. 


Source  -  Minimum  Monitoring  Standards  for  BLM  -  Administered  Rangelands 
in  Idaho  (1984). 
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APPENDIX  E 
SOIL,  WATER,  AIR 


Appendix  Table  E-l 
Actions  Affecting  Soil,  Water,  and  Air  Resources* 


Current 

Situation/ 

Baseline 

Alt. 

Alt. 

Alt. 

Alt. 

Action 

Data 

A 

B 

C 

D    I 

|High  Erosion  Hazard  Areas 

I  to  be  transferred/sold 

I  (acres) 

1,004,475 

58,395 

188,489 

118,054 

11,524 | 

I  Livestock  Use  (AUM's) 

165,006 

149,867 

335,180 

285,150 

129,161| 

I  Timber  Harvest  (acres) 



1,143 

1,143 

1,086 

0| 

I  Fisheries/Riparian  Habitat 

I  Improvement  (stream  miles) 





59 

70 

75  | 

iLimited  Fire  Suppression 

1  (acres) 

499,712 

499,712 

388,730 

0 

o| 

1  Mineral  Exploration  and 

Development  (acres) 



1,531,587 

1,495,776 

1,450,438 

1,384,8961 

lORV  Use  (acres) 

1,484,904 

1,484,904 

1,466,242 

1,190,690 

1,173,6441 

I  Improved  Ecological 

Condition  due  to  Grazing 

Systems  (acres) 







42,950 

60,000| 

1  Vegetation  Improvements  - 

Wildlife  (acres) 







18,200 

33,450| 

IVegetation  Manipulation: 

Brush  Control 





36,880 

142,085 

1,500 1 

Brush  Control  &  Seeding 





15,600 

121,749 

0| 

Seeding  Only 





95,718 

40,156 

1,650| 

Total  (acres) 

148,198 

303,990 

3,150| 

*  The  impacts  caused  by  land  use  actions  are  discussed  in  the  narratives  of  the 
alternatives.   This  table  indicates  the  area  affected  by  the  actions,  giving 
an  indication  of  the  magnitude  of  the  actions. 
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Appendix  Table  E-2 

Percent  Change  from  5-Year  Average  Use  in  Initial  and 

20-Year  Stocking  Levels  By  Alternative 


5 -Year 

Average 
Use  (AUMs) 

A 

B 

C 

D 

1  MUA 

Initial 

20-Yr 

Init 

20-Yr 

Initial 

20-Yr 

Initial 

20-Yr 1 

1 

550 

0 

0 

_ 

1 

-  1 

-  1 

-  1 

-  20 

-  20  1 

1   2 

7,907 

0 

0 

+ 

19 

+  25 

-  38 

-  12 

-  50 

-  50  I 

1   3 

6,459 

0 

-  23 

+ 

18 

+  44 

+  5 

+  26 

-  20 

-  19  1 

1   4 

531 

0 

-  6 

+ 

19 

+  12 

-  24 

-  24 

-  39 

-  39  1 

1   5 

2,698 

0 

0 

+ 

19 

+138 

+  66 

+109 

-  20 

-  14  1 

1   6 

10,134 

0 

-  50 

+ 

75 

+419 

+  20 

+371 

-  21 

+  9  1 

1   7 

33,376 

0 

-  23 

+ 

20 

+115 

+  11 

+120 

-  24 

-  9  1 

1   8 

344 

0 

0 

+ 

19 

+  19 

-100 

-100 

-100 

-100  1 

1   9 

344 

0 

0 

+ 

19 

+  19 

-  59 

-  43 

-  67 

-  67  1 

1  10 

5,770 

0 

0 

+ 

20 

+  41 

0 

+  6 

-  20 

-  20  1 

1  11 

15,975 

0 

-  3 

+ 

30 

+138 

+  26 

+109 

-  24 

-  18  I 

1  12 

28,491 

0 

-  1 

+ 

20 

+  99 

+  18 

+  57 

-  21 

-  21  1 

1  13 

16,474 

0 

0 

+ 

16 

+  69 

+  14 

+  22 

-  26 

-  26  1 

1  14 

378 

0 

0 

+ 

19 

+  19 

-100 

-100 

-100 

-100  1 

1  15 

26,525 

0 

-  1 

+ 

21 

+  34 

-  4 

-  0 

-  37 

-  37  1 

1  16 

9,050 

0 

0 

+ 

25 

+  83 

-  9 

+  22 

-  33 

-  33  1 

I  TOTAL 

165,006 

0 

-  9 

+ 

24 

+103 

+  8 

+  73 

-  27 

-  22 
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Figure  E-1 

20-year  livestock  stocking  rates 
compared  with  initial  stocking  rates 
and  5  year  average  use. 
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Stocking  rates  assume  equal  distribution  over  all  public  land 
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APPENDIX  F 
RANGE  RESOURCES 


METHODOLOGY  FOR  DETERMINING  LIVESTOCK  USE  LEVELS 


Alternative  A 

Intitial  livestock  use   levels  are  based  on  the   5-year  average  use 
levels.      The   20-year   livestock  use   levels  are   the   5-year  average  use   levels 
minus   the  use   that  would   be   lost  due   to   land   transfers. 

Alternative  B 

Initial  livestock  levels  are  determined  by  adding  20%  to  the  5-year 
average  use  levels.   The  20-year  use  levels  are  the  initial  level  plus 
forage  increases  due  to  land  treatment,  improved  distribution  from  fences 
and  pipelines,  and  grazing  management  minus  forage  that  would  be  lost  due  to 
land  transfer. 

Alternative  C 

The  Range  Sites  Inventory  Method,  as  outlined  in  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  National  Range  Handbook,  dated  July  13,  1976  was  used  as  a  guideline 
in  developing  the  Boise  District  Inventory  Method  in  1976-77.   The  Boise 
District  Method  was  used  for  the  Jarbidge  Range  Inventory  during  1981-83. 
This  method  was  used  for  determining  ecological  condition,  estimating 
current  forage  production,  and  establishing  initial  livestock  forage  use 
levels  for  livestock  and  big  game  animals.   The  20  year  use  levels  are 
determined  as  in  Alternative  B. 

The  Boise  Method  is  very  similar  to  the  guidelines  established  in  the 
SCS  Range  Handbook.   Range  sites  and  site  guides  were  established  and  named 
in  coordination  with  SCS  Range  and  Soil  personnel.   Range  and  soil 
inventories  were  correlated  between  BLM  and  SCS  party  leaders.   The  Boise 
Method  forage  estimates  are  based  on  double  plot  sampling  and  condition 
mapping  was  also  done  according  to  SCS  guidelines.   SCS  methodology  was 
adopted  early  in  the  initial  development  of  the  Boise  Method. 

Allowable  forage  use  was  developed  in  each  pasture  and  allotment  by 
compiling  species  composition  with  proper  use  factors  for  each  season.   This 
data  is  merged  with  stratified  production  estimate  data  from  field  mapping 
and  forage  estimates  of  pounds  of  dry  weight  by  species  to  derive  total  and 
available  production.   Soil  mapping  unit  composition  data  is  then  merged 
with  this  production  data  to  derive  total  and  available  production  by  soil 
mapping  unit.   Finally  for  each  administrative  unit  (i.e.,  pasture); 
allotment,  pasture,  ownership,  season-of-use,  soil  mapping  unit  and 
associated  acreage  data  are  merged  with  total  available  production  by  Soil 
Mapping  Unit  to  derive  the  final  output  of:   available  forage  by  season, 
maximum  AUMs  by  available  class  with  cattle  AUMs  weighed  by  season-of-use. 
AUM  pounds  are  based  on  grass  being  the  limiting  factor  for  allowable  use. 
Initial  stocking  rates  will  be  based  on  the  five  year  average  for  each 
allotment.   Those  allotments  with  significant  areas  of  poor  condition  range 
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directly  attributable  to  grazing  will  receive  priority  for  monitoring 
programs.   If  monitoring  determines  that  grazing  levels  are  too  high, 
adjustments  will  be  initiated  to  bring  grazing  levels  in  line  with  resource 
uses  and  needs.   Allotments  currently  under  an  allotment  management  plan  or 
a  coordinated  resource  management  plan  will  be  stocked  at  the  five  year 
average  and  monitored.   In  those  allotments  where  substantial  nonuse  has 
occurred  in  the  past,  and  the  five  year  average  is  lower  than  the  grazing 
preference,  the  indicated  stocking  level  will  be  based  on  the  grazing 
preference  if  ecological  condition  warrants. 

Also  see  Appendix  G  -  Wildlife  and  Range  Forage  Allocation  Methodology. 

Alternative  D 

Initial  livestock  use  levels  are  determined  by  subtracting  20%  from  the 
lower  value  of  the  5-year  average  or  the  estimated  forage  production.   The 
20-year  use  levels  are  determined  as  described  in  Alternative  B. 

RANGE  DEVELOPMENTS 


The  following  is  a  discussion  of  typical  design  features  and 
construction  practices  for  range  improvements  and  treatments  proposed  in 
this  plan.   There  are  many  special  design  features  that  can  be  made  part  of 
a  project's  design  that  are  not  specifically  discussed  in  this  Appendix. 
One  example  of  a  special  design  feature  would  be  the  use  of  a  specific  color 
of  fence  post  to  blend  with  the  surrounding  environment  and  thereby  mitigate 
some  of  the  visual  impact  of  the  fence.   These  mitigating  design  features 
will  be  developed,  if  needed,  for  individual  projects  at  the  time  an 
environmental  assessment  is  written. 

STRUCTURAL  IMPROVEMENTS 

Fences 


Fences  would  be  constructed  to  provide  exterior  allotment  boundaries, 
divide  allotments  into  pastures,  protect  streams,  and  control  livestock. 
Most  fences  would  be  three  or  four  wire  with  steel  post  spaced  sixteen  and 
one-half  feet  apart  with  intermediate  wire  stays.   Jack  legs  would  be  used 
where  driving  steel  posts  are  not  practical.  Where  fences  may  impair  the 
movement  of  wildlife,  they  would  be  no  more  than  forty  inches  in  height, 
three  strand,  with  the  bottom  wire  smooth  and  at  least  sixteen  inches  above 
the  ground.   Where  needed  on  key  big  game  areas,  the  top  wire  would  also  be 
smooth.   Existing  fences  that  create  wildlife  movement  problems  would  be 
modified.   Proposed  fence  lines  would  not  be  bladed  or  scraped.   Gates  or 
cattleguards  would  be  installed  where  fences  cross  existing  roads.   For  any 
fences  in  wildlife  migration  areas,  the  need  for  let-down  fences  to  allow 
passage  of  wildlife  would  be  analyzed.   These  fences  would  be  let  down  when 
livestock  area  not  present.   The  BLM  would  be  responsible  for  management  of 
these  special  purpose  fences. 
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Spring  Development 

Springs  would  be  developed  or  redeveloped  using  a  backhoe  to  install  a 
buried  collection  system,  usually  consisting  of  drain  tile  and  a  collection 
box.   Tbe  collection  box  is  normally  made  from  a  section  of  twenty-four  to 
forty- two  inch  metal  culvert  with  a  cover  and  a  fitting  to  which  a  delivery 
pipe  is  connected.  A  short  pipeline  would  be  installed  to  deliver  water  to 
a  trough  for  use  by  livestock  and  wildlife.   Normally  the  spring  area  is 
fenced  to  exclude  livestock  following  development. 

Pipelines 

Wherever  possible,  water  pipelines  would  be  buried.   The  trench  may  be 
excavated  by  a  backhoe,  ditchwitch,  or  similar  equipment.   Rigid  plastic 
pipe  would  be  placed  in  the  trench  and  the  excavated  material  would  be  used 
to  backfill.   While  some  flexible  pipe  may  be  installed  using  a  ripper 
tooth,  this  is  not  a  preferred  technique.   Most  pipelines  would  have  water 
tanks  spaced  one  to  two  miles  apart. 

Wells 

Well  sites  would  be  selected  based  on  geologic  reports  that  predict  the 
depth  to  reliable  aquifers.  All  applicable  state  laws  and  regulations  that 
apply  to  the  development  of  groundwater  would  be  observed. 

NONSTRUCTURAL  IMPROVEMENTS 

Burning 

Burning  is  proposed  to  reduce  the  amount  of  big  sagebrush  and/or  other  brush 
on  a  site.   Burning  would  normally  be  done  during  July  to  October,  depending 
on  the  specific  prescription  written  for  each  area,  desired  results,  weather, 
and  moisture  conditions.   Burn  plans  would  be  developed  for  each  burn. 

Plowing  and  Seeding 

Most  of  the  sites  to  be  treated  are  in  poor  or  fair  vegetative 
conditions  and  have  a  low  potential  to  improve  under  other  management 
practices.   Most  of  the  existing  vegetation  would  be  eliminated  during 
seedbed  preparation,  and  the  site  would  be  seeded  with  species  adapted  to 
the  site.  The  final  selection  of  species  to  be  seeded  would  depend  on  the 
planned  use  of  the  site  and  the  management  objectives  for  the  allotment. 
Seed  would  be  drilled  wherever  possible.  The  application  of  mulch  and/or 
fertilizer  would  be  prescribed  based  on  site  characteristics. 

Interseeding 

The  treatment  differs  from  plowing  and  seeding  in  that  the  existing 
vegetation  is  not  eliminated  during  seedbed  preparation.   Desirable  plant 
species  would  be  interseeded  with  existing  vegetation.   A  seed  dribbler  used 
with  a  crawler  tractor,  a  small  scalper/seeder,  or  range  drill  would  be  used 
to  interseed  strips.   Broadcast  seedings  could  possibly  be  used  as  well. 
Species  to  be  seeded  would  be  selected  to  meet  management  objectives 
developed  for  the  allotment. 
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Plant  Pest  Control 

Poisonous  or  noxious  plants  would  be  controlled  where  spot  infestations 
occur,  or  where  the  BLM  would  cooperate  with  other  affected  landowners  in 
controlling  infestations  on  relatively  large  areas.   Biological  control 
would  be  used  where  practical.   Chemical  control  would  conform  to  all 
applicable  state  and  federal  regulations. 

Chemical  Control 

Spraying  with  a  approved  herbicide  or  dusting  of  a  pellatized  herbicide 
such  as  Graslan  may  be  used  to  remove  or  reduce  the  amount  of  sagebrush. 
The  proposed  application  type  will  depend  upon  costs,  specific  environmental 
impacts  (to  be  documented  in  an  Environmental  Analysis  specific  to  the 
proposal),  type  of" terrain,  and  size  of  project.   Herbicide  applications 
will  conform  to  all  applicable  State  and  Federal  regulations. 


GRAZING  SYSTEMS 
(Typical  Examples) 


Rest-Rotation  Grazing 

Under  a  rest-rotation  grazing  system,  grazing  is  deferred  on  various 
parts  of  an  allotment  during  succeeding  years,  and  the  deferred  parts  are 
allowed  complete  rest  for  one  or  more  years  (Society  for  Range  Management 
1974).   The  allotment  is  divided  into  pastures,  usually  with  comparable 
grazing  capacities.   Each  pasture  is  systematically  grazed  and  rested  so 
that  livestock  production  and  other  resource  values  are  provided  for,  while 
the  vegetation  cover  is  simultaneously  maintained  or  improved.   This 
practice  provides  greater  protection  of  the  soil  resource  against  wind  and 
water  erosion  (USDA,  FS  1965;  Hormay  1970;  USDA,  FS  1972;  Ratliff  and 
Reppert  1974). 

Any  of  several  rest-rotation  grazing  systems  may  be  used,  depending  upon 
the  objectives  for  the  allotment  and  the  number  of  pastures. 

Deferred  Rotation  Grazing 

Deferred  rotation  is  the  discontinuance  of  grazing  on  different  parts  of 
an  allotment  in  succeeding  years.   This  allows  each  pasture  to  rest 
successively  during  the  growing  season  to  permit  seed  production, 
estabishment  of  seedlings,  and  restoration  of  plant  vigor  (Society  for  Range 
Management  1974).   One  or  more  pastures  are  grazed  during  the  spring,  while 
the  remaining  one  or  more  pastures  are  rested  until  after  seed  ripening  of 
key  species,  and  then  grazed.   Deferred  rotations  grazing  differs  from 
rest-rotation  grazing  in  that  no  yearlong  rest  is  provided. 

Deferred  Grazing 

Deferred  grazing  is  the  discontinuance  of  grazing  by  livestock  on  an 
area  for  a  specified  period  of  time  during  the  growing  season.   Under  this 
system,  grazing  would  begin  after  key  plants  have  reached  an  advanced  stage 
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of  development  in  their  annual  growth  cycle.   The  growing  season  rest 
provided  by  this  system  promotes  plant  reproduction  establishment  of  new 
plants,  or  restoration  of  the  vigor  of  old  plants  (American  Society  of  Range 
Management  1964). 

Alternate  Grazing 

Alternate  grazing  is  grazing  by  livestock  every  other  season,  with  the 
area  being  rested  in  the  alternate  year.   Stoddard,  Smith,  and  Box  (1975) 
describe  the  system: 

Rotation  grazing,  or  alternate  grazing,  involves  subdividing  the  range 
into  units  and  grazing  one  range  unit,  then  another,  in  regular 
succession.   The  rotation  system  of  grazing  is  based  upon  the  assump- 
tion that  animals  in  large  numbers  make  more  uniform  use  of  the  forage, 
and  that  a  rest  from  grazing  is  beneficial  to  the  plant,  even  though  it 
must  support  a  greater  number  of  animals  in  the  shorter  time  during 
which  it  is  grazed.   Certainly,  proper  rotation  grazing  results  in  more 
uniform  utilization.   Large  number  of  animals  in  small  units  are  forced 
to  spread  over  the  entire  area  and  to  use  the  available  forage  more 
uniformly.   Trampling  is  reduced  because  animals  are  held  on  small  areas 
where  feed  is  more  abundant,  and  hence  less  travel  is  necessary. 

Short-Duration,  High-Intensity  Grazing 

High-intensity  grazing  permits  short-duration  grazing  with  the  stocking 
rate  higher  than  what  would  be  considered  normal.   The  purpose  of  this  type 
of  system  is  to  obtain  uniform  use  of  all  plants,  desirable  and  undesirable 
alike,  and  to  prevent  regrazing  on  regrowth  of  the  most  desirable  plants. 
This  system  allows  desirable  plants  to  compete  for  nutrients  on  an  equal 
basis  with  less  desirable  plants. 


SELECTIVE  MANAGEMENT 


Selective  management,  as  applied  to  the  rangeland  program,  is  the 
categorization  of  grazing  allotments  into  three  management  groups  based  upon 
similarities  of  resource  characteristics,  management  needs,  and  economic  and 
resource-based  potential  for  rangeland  improvement.   All  livestock  grazing 
allotments  have  been  categorized  as  "I"  (improvement  Needed) ,  "M" 
(Maintain),  or  "C"  (Custodial  Management)  based  upon  the  following  criteria 
and  additional  criteria  developed  from  issues  specific  to  the  Jarbidge 
Resource  Area. 

1.    "I"  Category 

Category  "I"  allotments  presently  have  unsatisfactory  ecological 
conditions  and/or  management;  have  the  greatest  economic  and 
physical  potential  for  improvement,  and  present  serious  resource 
use  conflicts  with  high  potential  for  public  controversy.   Apparent 
trend  is  downward  and  less  than  70%  of  the  allotment  is  in  good  or 
better  ecological  or  seeded  condition. 
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2.  "M"  Category 

Category  "M"  allotments  are  in  satisfactory  ecological  condition, 
are  producing  near  their  identified  potential,  and  have  no  known 
present  or  anticipated  serious  resource  conflicts  or  management 
deficiencies. 

3.  "C"  Category 

Category  "C"  allotments  usually  include  only  small  acreages  (less 
than  20%)  of  public  land  or  greater  than  50%  of  the  lands  are 
classified  for  transfer  from  Federal  ownership.   These  allotments 
do  not  present  management  problems,  regardless  of  condition.   They 
present  no  significant  potential  for  increasing  production. 
Resource  conflicts  are  either  nonexistent  or  are  outweighed  by 
these  other  considerations. 

The  order  of  these  categories  as  discussed  above  represents  the  relative 
order  of  priority  for  the  investment  in  range  improvements  and  conducting  of 
range  monitoring  studies,  subject  to  user  contributions  and  further 
consultation.   Selective  management  within  the  rangeland  program  will 
provide  a  framework  from  which  prudent  expenditure  of  rangeland  investments 
can  be  made,  consistent  with  an  approved  land  use  plan. 
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Appendix  "Cable  F-2 
Qirrent  Condition  Classes 


Total 

Uhgraz 

I  MUA. 

Excell. 

Good 

Fair 

Poor    1 

Bum 

Seed 

Spray 

Water 

Acres 

Areas     1 

1 

■to  Cbndit 

t  rm-i 

11,086 

+         0  1 

Lon 

1     2 

— 

2,496 

6,433 

50, 047 1 

3,252 

— 

— 

62,228 

+        0  1 

1     3 

— 

— 

— 

29,7281 

8,588 

11,2041 

— 

270 

49,790 

+         1  1 

1     4 

— 

— 

— 

8, 0831 

113 

4991 

— 

— 

8,695 

+     373  1 

1     5 

— 

— 

— 

28,1491 

15,379 

5,4141 



— 

48,942 

+     344  I 

1     6 

— 

— 

25 

75,2081 

26,519 

75,107 1 

— 

— 

176,859 

+         0  1 

1     7 

— 

— 

315 

123,9211 

46,278 

155,6121 

— 

— 

326,126 

+  2,140  1 

1     8 

— 

— 

— 

3,587| 

4001 

4071 

— 

— 

4,394 

+         0  1 

1     9 

— 

— 

<*" 

2,887 1 

14 

—      | 

— 

— 

2,901 

+         0  1 

1  10 

2,648 

8,068 

14,253 

56, 576 1 

1,866 

1,827 1 

— 

— 

82,258 

+  1,038  1 

1  11 

— 

1,841 

20,893 

139,2441 

27,892 

21,1771 

— 

— 

211,047 

+     524  I 

1  12 

— 

1,965 

49,793 

123,9801 

49,604 

23,5181 

6,756 

16 

255,632 

+      287  1 

1  13 

— 

428 

1,784 

48,3961 

7,547 

47,5101 

2,347 

24 

108,036 

+         0  1 

1  14 

1  n> 

1  15 
1  NV 
1  15 
1  ID 
1  16 
1  NV 
1  16 

— 

— 

— 

2, 9471 

— 

— 

— 

— 

2,947 

+         0  1 

22,312 

36,084 

33,543 

57,1821 

8,190 

24,1591 

— 

703 

182,173 

+  1,236  1 

8,001 

7,992 

2,664 

l,446l 

480 

1,246 1 

— 

— 

21,829 

+         0  1 

1,584 

1,628 

16,265 

45,9731 

7,329 

—      | 

— 

— 

72,779 

+  1,955  1 

116 

13,421 

7,651 

2,0581 

— 

—      | 

— 

— 

23,246 

+         0  1 

1  Total 

34,661 

73,923 

153,619 

799,4121 

203,4711 

367,5001 

9,103 

743 

1,653,968 

+36,505  1 

1     % 

2.1 

4.5 

9.3 

48.3    1 

12.3 

22.2 

0.6 

0.0 
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Appendix  Table  F-4 
Allotment  Summary  (AUMs) 


Alterna 

lve  A 

Alternative    B 

Alternative   C 

Alcei na 

lve  D 

iNo.    1      Name 

MIC 

1/ 

AMP 

11 

lvstk 

Class 

3/ 

Current 

Season-of 

Use 

Grazing 

Pre- 
ference 

5 -Year 

Ave  rage 

Use 

Initial 
Forage 
Level 

i 

20 -Yr 
Forage 
Level 

X 

Initial 
Forage 
Level 

I 

20-Yr 
Forage 
Level 

X 

Initial 
Forage 
Level 

X 

20-Yr 
Forage 
Level 

X 

Initial 
Forage 
Level 

X 

20-Yr 
Forage 
Level 

:  1 

1000  Cedar   Butte 

M 

B 

C 

4/1-11/30 

745 

539 

539 

0 

526 

-2 

745 

38 

880 

63 

745 

38 

880 

63 

431 

-20 

431 

-201 

1 1001 1  Cedar 

1           1    Butte  £. 

I 

c 

4/16-10/15 

372 

307 

307 

0 

307 

0 

368 

19 

783 

155 

368 

19 

783 

155 

246 

-19 

246 

-191 

110021  Cedar  Butte 
1            1  Devil   Creek 

I 

B,C 

c 

4/16-11/30 

1,857 

2,295 

2,295 

0 

2,291 

0 

2,754 

20 

2,900 

26 

2,211 

-3 

2,295 

0 

1,604 

-30 

1,600 

-301 

110041  Cedar  Butte 
1           l*9-Guerry 

M 

s,c 

5/11-6/12 

81 

125 

125 

0 

125 

0 

125 

0 

305 

144 

81 

-35 

102 

-18 

64 

-48 

64 

-481 

110071  Cedar  Butte 
1            IfflO-Guerry 

M 

B,C 

s,c 

5/5-11/25 

891 

2,300 

2,300 

0 

2,300 

0 

2,300 

0 

2,300 

0 

453 

-80 

645 

-71 

332 

-85 

313 

-861 

ll009lRoseworth  Tr 

C 

c 

4/1-11/30 

56 

56 

56 

0 

51 

-8 

67 

19 

62 

10 

60 

7 

55 

-1 

45 

-19 

40 

-281 

ll013lCedar  Canyon 

M 

c 

3/1-10/15* 

15 

12 

12 

0 

12 

0 

14 

16 

14 

16 

14 

16 

13 

8 

10 

-16 

10 

-16  1 

il014lRoseworth    Pt 

I 

BCD 

c 

4/1-11/30 

1,864 

1,798 

1,798 

0 

1,798 

0 

2,158 

20 

3,358 

86 

1,798 

0 

2,439 

35 

1,196 

-33 

1,196 

-331 

110161  Devil  Creek 

I 

B.C 

s,c 

3/1-10/15* 

1,281 

1,256 

1,256 

0 

1,256 

0 

1,507 

19 

4,607 

266 

1,256 

0 

2,907 

131 

1,005 

-19 

1,005 

-191 

110171  Devil   Creek 
1           1  Patrick 

M 

B,C 

c 

6/1-10/15* 

907 

752 

752 

0 

752 

0 

902 

19 

1,229 

63 

635 

-15 

907 

20 

508 

-32 

508 

-321 

11020  IE  &  W  Dead- 
1           Iwood  Trap 

M 

c 

5/1-11/30 

999 

579 

579 

0 

489 

-15 

597 

3 

581 

0 

579 

0 

603 

4 

356 

-38 

350 

-391 

110221  Cedar  Cross- 
1          1 lng  Seeding 

I 

B 

c 

4/1-10/22 

740 

621 

621 

0 

621 

0 

745 

19 

1,045 

68 

691 

11 

791 

27 

497 

-19 

497 

-191 

I1023ID1 version 

M 

c 

4/1-6/30 

320 

341 

341 

0 

341 

0 

409 

19 

513 

50 

409 

19 

513 

50 

273 

-19 

273 

-191 

ll024lDeadwood   4/ 

I 

B 

c 

4/16-10/10 

260 

217 

217 

0 

212 

-2 

260 

19 

312 

43 

217 

0 

280 

29 

174 

-19 

169 

-221 

110251  China  Creek 
1           1  Player  Can. 

I 

B,C 

c 

4/1-11/30 

714 

723 

723 

0 

723 

0 

868 

2U 

1,289 

78 

723 

0 

923 

27 

574 

-20 

574 

-201 

110261  Bear   Creek 

M 

c 

7/1-10/15 

160 

159 

159 

0 

159 

0 

191 

20 

297 

8h 

159 

0 

265 

66 

127 

-20 

127 

-201 

110271  Player   Cany. 

M 

B 

c 

7/1-10/31 

280 

219 

219 

0 

219 

0 

263 

20 

263 

20 

219 

0 

341 

55 

175 

-20 

175 

-201 

110291  Grassy  Hills 

M 

BCD 

c 

4/1-10/31 

1,078 

1,654 

1,654 

0 

1,654 

0 

1,985 

211 

2,385 

44 

1,642 

-0 

1,842 

11 

1,314 

-20 

1,314 

-201 

11032 IHammett  Unit 

s 

4/10-5/30 

489 

247 

247 

0 

247 

0 

296 

19 

489 

97 

247 

0 

489 

97 

198 

-19 

198 

-191 

ll033lHammett    »1*« 

B,C 

c 

4/10-11/30* 

4,337 

3,987 

3,987 

0 

3,987 

0 

4,784 

19 

5,284 

32 

2,500 

-37 

2,850 

-28 

1,488 

-62 

1,488 

-621 

1 1U14 IHammett    *2 

B.C 

c 

4/10-6/30 

400 

289 

289 

0 

0 

7/ 

347 

20 

58 

-79 

200 

-30 

0 

V 

160 

-44 

160 

-441 

11035 IHammett   «3 

H 

9/15-3/15 

240 

241 

241 

0 

154 

-36 

289 

19 

402 

66 

241 

0 

254 

5 

154 

-36 

113 

-531 

11036 IHammett    #4*« 

B,C 

c 

4/10-11/15* 

2,609 

2,639 

2,639 

0 

2,074 

-21 

3,167 

20 

3,202 

21 

1,944 

-26 

2,342 

-11 

1,555 

-41 

1,555 

-411 

11037 IHammett   *5** 

B,C 

c 

4/10-10/21* 

1,924 

1,367 

1,367 

0 

1,367 

0 

1,640 

19 

1,902 

39 

1,453 

6 

1,899 

38 

1,094 

-19 

1,094 

-191 

ll038lHammett    *6** 

B,C 

s.c 

6/1-10/21* 

911 

657 

657 

0 

657 

0 

788 

19 

895 

36 

445 

-32 

645 

-1 

356 

-45 

356 

-451 

11039 IHammett    11 

C 

B,C 

c 

7/1-9/30 

340 

340 

340 

0 

329 

-3 

408 

20 

397 

16 

403 

18 

486 

42 

272 

-20 

272 

-201 

ll040lHammett*4  ST 

C 

c 

4/16-11/30 

30 

30 

30 

0 

30 

0 

36 

20 

36 

20 

33 

10 

33 

10 

24 

-20 

24 

-201 

1 10411  King   Hill 
1          1  Canyon** 

C 

c 

3/5-4/9 

103 

106 

106 

0 

106 

0 

127 

19 

361 

240 

127 

19 

361 

240 

85 

-19 

85 

-191 

110431  Joint  Allot. 

M 

c 

7/1-8/15 

190 

190 

190 

0 

190 

0 

228 

20 

228 

20 

190 

0 

190 

0 

61 

-67 

61 

-671 

U046lKlnyon 

I 

B,C 

c 

3/1-2/28 

881 

883 

883 

0 

883 

0 

1,500 

69 

2,573 

191 

1,500 

69 

2,573 

191 

706 

-20 

706 

-201 

110471  Player  Butte 

M 

B 

c 

10/23-11/30 

136 

211 

211 

0 

211 

0 

253 

19 

332 

57 

211 

0 

290 

37 

169 

-19 

169 

-191 

11054 IHammett   Ind. 

c 

4A0-6/30 

152 

152 

152 

0 

139 

-8 

188 

23 

175 

15 

188 

23 

175 

15 

122 

-19 

120 

-211 

il056lSaylor  Creek 

B.C 

s.c 

4/1-11/30 

35,470 

34,026 

34,026 

0 

26,396 

-22 

40,831 

19 

69,964 

105 

40,831 

19 

72,563 

113 

27,221 

-19 

32,174 

-si 

11065 iThree  Creek- 
1  Clover 

B,C 

c 

3/1-12/31 

60 

60 

60 

0 

60 

0 

72 

20 

72 

20 

60 

0 

60 

0 

46 

-23 

46 

-23 

ll066lThree  Creek 
1           l*8-Pvt. 

c 

4/25-11/30* 

439 

440 

440 

0 

427 

-2 

528 

20 

661 

50 

440 

0 

573 

30 

352 

-20 

339 

-221 

1 1067 IThree   Creek 
1            1*2 

B,C 

c 

4/1-10/31* 

3,107 

2,375 

2.375 

0 

2,372 

-0 

2,850 

20 

4,047 

70 

2,598 

9 

2,656 

11 

1,900 

-20 

1,900 

-201 

11070 IThree  Creek 

1           1*8 

B,C 

c 

6/1-11/30* 

798 

805 

805 

0 

805 

0 

966 

20 

976 

21 

805 

0 

976 

21 

644 

-20 

644 

-201 

11071 IThree  Creek 
1            1  Blossom 

M 

B 

c 

6/1-11/30* 

529 

529 

529 

0 

523 

-1 

635 

211 

886 

67 

529 

0 

827 

56 

423 

-20 

423 

-201 

11075 IThree  Creek 

1           1*8 

M 

c 

4/1-11/30 

527 

550 

550 

0 

543 

-1 

660 

.'II 

753 

36 

526 

-4 

531 

-3 

421 

-23 

414 

-241 

1 1077 iTay lor 
1           1  Pocket 

I 

Bl  [i 

c 

4/1-11/30* 

2,323 

1,826 

1,826 

0 

1,826 

0 

2,191 

19 

2,691 

47 

1,297 

-28 

1,797 

-1 

1,038 

-43 

1,038 

-431 

U084|Wllklns 
1           lis  land 

M 

B.C 

c 

3/1-2/28* 

773 

777 

777 

0 

762 

-I 

932 

19 

917 

18 

727 

-6 

712 

-8 

582 

-25 

567 

-271 

l!088lNorth  Fork 

M 

B 

c 

7/1-11/1* 

570 

596 

596 

0 

584 

-2 

715 

19 

1,003 

68 

491 

-17 

596 

0 

440 

-26 

440 

-261 

ll092lSlgnal  Butte 

M 

B,C 

s,c 

7/1-10/31 

1,241 

2,465 

2,465 

0 

2,458 

0 

2,958 

20 

4,151 

68 

2,415 

-2 

2,958 

20 

1,360 

-44 

1,360 

-441 

110931  House  Creek 
1           |Pvt. 

C 

s,c 

5/1-12/31* 

112 

112 

112 

0 

107 

-4 

134 

19 

129 

15 

112 

0 

107 

-4 

45 

-59 

45 

-591 

1 1094lGuerry- 
1           IPatrlck 

I 

B.C 

s.c 

5/1-11/30 

885 

816 

816 

0 

816 

0 

979 

19 

1,079 

32 

673 

-17 

885 

8 

403 

-50 

403 

-501 

110951  Camas 
1           1  Slough 

M 

B,C 

c 

5/15-12/1* 

180 

381 

381 

0 

381 

0 

457 

19 

457 

19 

231 

-39 

321 

-15 

185 

-51 

185 

-511 

1 1099lThree   Creek 

I 

B,C 

c 

4/1-12/31 

3,739 

3,739 

3,739 

(1 

3,739 

u 

4,487 

/ii 

6,287 

h« 

4,487 

211 

6,966 

HO 

2,991 

-20 

2,991 

-201 

F-10 


Appendix  Table   F-4   (cont.) 


1     1 

1     1 

1  No .     1      Naffle 

MIC 

1/ 

AMP 
11 

lvstk 

Class 

3/ 

Current 

Season-of 

Use 

Grazing  1 

Pre- 
ference! 

5-Year    1 
Ave  rage  1 

Use       1 

Alte 
Inltlall 
Forage    1 
Level    1 

mat 

%   1 

Ive  A 
20-Yr 

Forage 
Level 

'. 

Alte 
Initial 
Forage 
Level 

mat 

lve   B 
20-Yr 

Forage 
Level 

Z    1 

Alt 
Inltlall 
Forage  1 
Level    1 

f:  til. 
% 

tlve  C 
20-Yr 

Forage 
Level 

•■    1 

Alte 
Initial 
Forage 
Level 

i  n  i  f 
X    1 

lve  D 
20-Yr 

Forage 
Level 

%    1 

1  HOOlBruneau  Cany 

M 

C 

11/15-2/28 

100 

100 

100 

0 

100 

0 

120 

20 

120 

20 

100 

0 

100 

ol 

80 

-20  1 

80 

-201 

1           1 

1 1 101 1  Bennett  Mtn . 

1 

C 

B,C 

C 

7/1-9/30 

377 

378 

378 

0 

378 

0 

454 

20 

454 

20 

129 

-65 

200 

-47 

103 

-721 

103 

-721 

1            1 

IH02lBlackrock 
I           1  Pocket 

M 

B,C 

C 

9/15-11/30 

1,890 

1,890 

1,890 

0 

1,890 

0 

2,268 

20 

2,722 

44 

2,100 

11 

2,625 

38 

1,512 

-201 

1,512 

-201 

1          1 
Ull8lCrawflsh 

1        '  1 

I 

B,C 

C 

4/1-12/15* 

911 

1,065 

1,065 

01 

1,065 

0 

1,278 

20 

1,533 

43 

1,065 

0 

1,278 

20 

750 

-291 

750 

-291 

Illl9|junlper 
I           1  Butte 

I 

B,C 

C 

4/1-2/1* 

1,059 

1,195 

1,195 

0 

1,195 

0 

1,434 

20 

3,034 

153 

1,195 

0 

2,795 

133 

956 

-20 

1,356 

131 

1           1 

111241  Sugar   Bowl 

I 

B 

C 

4/10-12/30* 

975 

961 

961 

0 

716 

-25 

1,153 

19 

1,308 

36 

975 

1 

1,588 

65 

769 

-19 

767 

-201 

1           1 
lll25lPlgtall 

I 

B,C 

C 

4/1-11/30 

4,155 

3,791 

3,791 

0 

3,791 

0 

4,549 

19 

6,649 

75 

3,684 

2 

4,102 

8 

3,033 

-19 

3,109 

-171 

1           1 

1 1126]Conover 

I 

BCD 

C 

4/1-11/30 

4,205 

4,205 

4,205 

0 

4,205 

0 

5,046 

20 

6,546 

55 

3,932 

-6 

4,205 

0 

3,146 

-25 

3,146 

-251 

1           1 

11127  1  Lower  Alkali 

I          1  Seeding 

I 

C 

4/1-11/30* 

150 

150 

150 

0 

0 

7/ 

180 

20 

30 

-811 

131 

-12 

0 

7/ 

105 

-30 

105 

-301 

1           1 

Ul29lSouth  Alkali 
I           1  Seeding 

I 

B,C 

C 

4/1-11/30* 

404 

405 

405 

0 

315 

-22 

486 

20 

496 

22 

324 

-20 

262 

-35 

259 

-36 

244 

-391 

llUOlCold  Springs 
I           1  Creek** 

I 

B,C 

c 

4/1-10/30* 

2,408 

2,390 

2,390 

0 

2,341 

-2 

2,868 

20 

4,129 

72 

2,496 

4 

2,986 

24 

1,912 

-20 

2,006 

-161 

1          1 

111311  Cedar  Creek 

|          j 

I 

B,C 

s,c 

6/15-11/15 

4,221 

4,870 

4,870 

0 

4,867 

-0 

5.844 

20 

6,041 

24 

2,716 
8/ 

-44 

3,395 

-30 

1,886 

-61 

1,886 

-611 

Ul32lEast 

I          lJunlper  Draw 

I 

B,C 

s,c 

3/15-12/31* 

907 

907 

907 

0 

804 

-11 

1,200 

32 

2,688 

196 

1,066 

17 

2,260 

149 

726 

-19 

726 

-191 

1          1 

111331  Devil   Creek- 

I          | Balanced  Rck 

I 

B,C 

s 

3/1-12/31* 

226 

226 

226 

0 

226 

0 

271 

19 

1,416 

526 

226 

0 

971 

329 

181 

-19 

181 

-191 

1           1 
Ul34lGuerry 

I 

B,C 

s.c 

3/15-12/31* 

313 

313 

313 

0 

279 

-10 

500 

59 

1,766 

464 

475 

51 

1,760 

462 

250 

-20 

250 

-201 

1          1 

1 11351  South  Crows 

1            Nest 

M 

B.C 

s,c 

3/25-12/31* 

790 

790 

790 

0 

790 

0 

948 

20 

1,608 

L03 

790 

0 

1,450 

83 

632 

-20 

632 

-201 

lll36lEast  Clover 

I 

B,C 

c 

4/1-11/30 

320 

256 

256 

0 

256 

0 

320 

25 

489 

52 

320 

25 

441 

37 

205 

-19 

205 

-191 

Ill37lwest  Saylor 
1           1  Creek 

I 

B,C 

c 

3/1-2/28 

17,362 

13,149 

13,149 

0 

8,192 

-37 

16,758 

27 

55,508 

231 

22,051 

67 

52,136 

136 

10,519 

-20 

13,667 

41 

1           1 

Ul95lHammett 
1          ISec.    15 

C 

c 

6/1-8/31 

361 

361 

361 

0 

361 

0 

433 

19 

433 

19 

361 

0 

361 

0 

289 

1-19 

289 

-191 

1 

lll98lBallantyne 
1           ISec.    15 

C 

c 

6/1-8/31 

144 

144 

144 

0 

144 

0 

173 

20 

173 

20 

144 

0 

144 

0 

115 

-20 

115 

-201 

1           1 

lll99lJoost  Sec. 15 
1          1 

C 

c 

6/1-8/30 

40 

40 

40 

0 

40 

0 

48 

20 

48 

20 

40 

0 

40 

0 

32 

-20 

32 

-201 

1           SUBTOTAL 

117,433 

112,375 

112,375 

97,964 

136,035 

230,721 

122,664 

205,150 

80,886 

89,423 

1           1 

1    AMPS  and  CRMPs 

1            1 

1           1 

U008lBrackett 
I          | Bench  AMP 

M 

E 

c 

y 

2,386 

3,050 

3,050 

0 

3,045 

0 

3,660 

20 

4,005 

31 

3,050 

0 

7/ 

7/ 

1,776 

-41 

1,771 

-411 

1          1 

110211  Diamond  A 

1            lUnlt  CEMP 

I 

E 

c 

y 

8,546 

8,546 

8,546 

0 

8,509 

-0 

10,255 

19 

15,487 

81 

8,546 

0 

7/ 

7/ 

5,418 

-36 

5,381 

-371 

1           1 

11031 lJunlper 
1            1  Ranch  CRMP 
1            1 

I 

E 

H,C 

*i 

4,196 

4,296 

4,296 

0 

3,791 

-11 

5,155 

19 

12,904 

200 

4,296 

0 

7/ 

7/ 

3,437 

-19 

3,332 

-221 

1            1 

110421  House   Creek 

1           1    5/ 

M 

E 

c 

6/ 

667 

681 

681 

0 

671 

-1 

817 

19 

907 

33 

681 

0 

7/ 

7/ 

226 

-66 

218 

-671 

1           1 

110501  Poison   Creek 

1           lAMP 

1 

E 

c 

6/ 

16,448 

13,443 

13,443 

0 

13,434 

0 

22,010 

63 

33,012 

145 

16,448 

0 

7/ 

V 

10,754 

1-20 

11,945 

-111 

1           1 

110961  Antelope 

1            1  Springs  AMP 

I 

E 

c 

6/ 

6,046 

6,072 

6,072 

0 

6,038 

-0 

7,286 

19 

8,853 

45 

6,072 

0 

7/ 

11 

4,858 

-19 

4,825 

-201 

1            1 

111201  Horse  Butte 

1           lAMP  5/ 

I 

E 

c 

6/ 

1,519 

2,989 

2,989 

0 

2,989 

0 

3,587 

20 

6,587 

120 

2,989 

0 

7/ 

7/ 

2,391 

-20 

2,391 

-201 

1          I 

lll21lGrassy  Hills 
1           lAMP  5/ 
l           i         — 

I 

E 

c 

y 

2,279 

4,453 

4,453 

0 

4,453 

0 

5,344 

20 

6,844 

53 

4,453 

0 

7/ 

7/ 

2,660 

-40 

2,660 

-401 

I          1 

lll22lBuck  Flat 
1          lAMP 

1           i 

1  M 

E 

c 

6/ 

1,716 

2,667 

2,667 

0 

2,601 

-2 

3,200 

19 

5,134 

92 

2,667 

0 

7/ 

7/ 

2,134 

-19 

2,068 

-221 

1           1 
lll23lCoonskln  AMP 

I  M 

E 

s,c 

6/ 

4,783 

6,154 

6,154 

0 

6,092 

-1 

7,385 

20 

10,323 

67 

6,154 

0 

7/ 

7/ 

4,923 

-20 

4,923 

-201 

\ 

111381  South  Dead- 

1           Iwood  CRMP  5/ 

1           1 

I 

1   E 

c 

6/ 

299 

280 

280 

0 

280 

0 

336 

20 

403 

43 

299 

0 

7/ 

7/ 

224 

-20 

224 

-201 

1            SUBTOTAL 

48,885 

52,631 

52,631 

51,903 

69,035 

104,459 

55,655 

80,000 

38,801 

39,738 

1  ALLOTMENT  TOTALS 

166,318 

165,006 

165,006 

149,867 

205,070 

335,180 

178,319 

285,150 

119,687 

129,161 

M  -  Maintain,    I  -   Improve,    C  -  Custodial. 

B,    C,    &  D  -  Alternative   proposed    for  Allotment   Management    Plans    CAMP);    E  -  Existing  AMP   In  effect, 

C  -  Cattle,   S   -  Sheep,   H  -  Horses. 

A  portion  of    the  allotment    shown   has   been   redesigned   #1138   South  Deadwood .      See   allotment   map. 

Incorporated  within  Swan  CRMP. 

Season  of    use    is   variable. 

Under  Alternative   C,    allotments  currently   under  an  allotment   management    plan  or  a   coordinated    resource  management   plan  will   be    stocked  at    the 

average  and  monitored.      In   those  allotments   where   substantial   nonuse   has   occurred    In   the   past,    and   the    five   year  average    Is    lower  than   the    gra 

preference,    the    Indicated   stocking    level  will   be   based  on   the   grazing  preference    If   ecological  conditions  warrant.      The   proposal    to    treat    up    t 

poor  condition    range  annually   coupled  with   the   ecological   site    Improvement    Indicates    that    there  could    be   80,000  AUMs    for    livestock  available   a 

of    20  years    in   those  areas  currently  covered   by  a   CRMP  or  AMP.      This    forage    is  not    broken  out    by  allotment    because    the   effectiveness   of    the  cu 

grazing   systems    in    improving  poor  condition   range  and   the    location  of    the    2%   land    treatment    is  not  known.      These  allotments   will    receive    first 

for  monitoring   programs   and   subsequent    revision  and   updating,    If   necessary.      Monitoring   studies   of    range   productivity,    coupled  with   the    treatm 

of    the  poor   condition   range,    will  determine    stocking    levels   at    the   end    of    20   years.      The   distribution  of    these  AUMs,    if   and  when   they  are 

be  accomplished   through  an  environmental  assessment    using   the    following  criteria    to   set    priorities    for   treating  poor  condition   range  and  distr 

additional  AUMs. 

First    Priority  -  Those   areas  where   unacceptable   soil  erosion    is   occurring. 

Second    Priority  -  Those  areas   where    operator    is   grazing   at    levels    below  preference. 

Third   Priority  -  Those  areas  where  wildlife   habitat   conditions  are   unacceptable. 
In  Allotment    1131   Cedar    Creek,    there    is   an  apparent    inconsistency   between    the    vegetation    Inventory  and  actual   use   and    utilization.      This  allot: 
historically  supported    higher    levels   of  grazing  use   than    indicated    by    the    inventory.      This  allotment   will    be  monitored  and  appropriate   changes 
made. 

These  allotments   have   spring  and    fall  grazing  only   although  season  of   use    Is    shown  as  continuous. 

Allotments  where  season-of-use  conflicts   have    been   identified.      Other  allotments   may  also   need   season-of-use  adjustments    but    they   have    not    bee: 
at   this   time. 
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APPENDIX  G  -  WILDLIFE 

Appendix  Table  G-l 

Alternative  C  -  Wildlife  Habitat  Improvement 

(Total  Acres,  All  Species)* 


Poor  Condition       Interseed 

Rehabilitate   1 

I   MUA 

Replanted  to  Native  1  Existing  Seedings 

Existing  Burns 

1    1 

1    2 

3,000       1        200 

400     1 

1    3 

1        300 

100     1 

1    4 

1    5 

6 

150     1 

1    7 

1    8 

9 

1   10 

1        250 

900     1 

1   11 

1        500 

2,000     I 

1   12 

1        500 

2,500     I 

1   13 

1      1,000 

150 

1   14 

1   15 

1      3,750 

1,150 

1   16 

1,350     I 

I  TOTAL 

3,000            6,500 

8,700     I 

In  addition  to  the  acreages  listed,  approximately  10,000  acres  of  mule 
deer  habitat  and  10,000  acres  of  sage  grouse  habitat  would  be  treated 
throughout  the  area  to  benefit  these  species.   This  acreage  is  a  portion 
of  the  2%  treatment  area  designed  to  improve  poor  range  condition. 

Appendix  Table  G-2 

Alternative  D  -  Wildlife  Habitat  Improvement 

(Total  Acres,  All  Species) 


Poor  Condition 

Interseed 

Rehabilitate   1 

i   MUA 

Replanted  to  Native 

Existing  Seedings 

Existing  Burns  1 

1 
1    2 

3,500 

200 

400     I 

1    3 
1    4 

500 

300 

100     1 

5 
6 

150     I 

1    7 

1    8 

1    9 

1   10 

2,250 

250 

900     | 

1   11 

1,500 

500 

2,000     I 

1   12 

1,500 

500 

2,500     | 

1   13 

500 

1,000 

150 

1   14 

1   15 

5,750 

3,750 

1,150 

1   16 

2,750 

1,350     | 

1  TOTAL  | 

18,250 

6,500 

8,700     | 
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WILDLIFE  AND  LIVESTOCK  FORAGE  METHODOLOGY 

Three  items  are  considered  in  forage  allocation  for  wildlife  and 
livestock.   These  are  1)  pounds  of  forage  required  for  each  species,  2)  diet 
preference  for  each  species  by  season,  and  3)  limiting  forage  component 
(i.e.,  grass,  forbs,  shrubs). 


Animal 


Pounds  of  forage  required 
per  animal  per  month 


Bighorn  Sheep 

128 

Mule  Deer 

130 

Pronghorn 

85 

Elk 

258 

Cattle 

800 

Horses 

1,000 

Diet  Preference  of  Big  Game  Species  and  Livestock  (Percent) 


Spring 

Summer 

Fall /Winter 

Yearlong 

Grass  1 Forb 1  Shrub 

Grass 

Forb 1  Shrub 

Grass  1 Forb 1  Shrub 

Grass  I Forb 1  Shrub 

Bighorn 

Sheep 

89  1   5  1   6 

80 

15  1   5 

69  1  11    20 

77  1  10  1   13 

Mule  Deer 

35  1  24  1   41 

5 

50  1   45 

8  1  22  1   70 

15  1  29  1   56 

Pronghorn 

22  I  27  1   51 

5 

40  1   55 

5  1   5  1   90 

10  I  19  1   71 

Elk 

52  1  43  1   5 

53 

25  1   22 

56  1  14  1   30 

54  1  24  I   22 

Cattle 

90  I   3  1   7 

90 

3  1   7 

86  1   0  1   14 

88  1   2  I   10 

Horses 

78  1  14     8 

78 

14     8 

78  1  14  1   8 

78  1  14  1   8 

On  most  areas  where  a  forage  allocation  is  calculated  grass  is  the 
limiting  factor.  What  this  means  is  that  when  diet  preference  is 
considered,  pounds  of  grass  needed  to  feed  livestock  and  big  game  species  is 
usually  less  abundant  than  pounds  of  forbs  and  shrubs. 

For  example,  if  a  given  pasture  contains  200,000  pounds  of  grass  and  one 
half  of  it  is  set  aside  for  watershed  protection  and  plant  maintenance, 
100,000  pounds  remains  for  animal  use.  Assuming  this  is  summer  use  habitat 
for  mule  deer:   by  taking  the  130  pounds  of  forage  required  by  a  deer  for 
one  month  and  multiplying  it  by  the  summer  grass  diet  preference  of  5%,  6.5 
pounds  of  grass  is  needed  by  each  deer  for  one  month. 

Theoretically  if  the  6.5  pounds  needed  by  each  deer  is  divided  into  the 
100,000  pounds  of  grass  available,  15,384  deer  could  be  fed  for  one  month  if 
deer  were  the  only  grazing  animals. 

In  reality  other  limiting  factors  would  constrain  the  deer  population 
before  it  ever  approximated  the  example.   Some  of  these  limiting  factors  are 
weather,  and  juxtaposition  of  food,  water  and  cover.   Big  game  numbers  are 
not  tied  to  forage  potential  but  are  dependent  on  overall  habitat  quality. 

Similar  forage  allocation  scenarios  can  be  calculated  for  various  mixes 
and  combinations  of  livestock  and  wildlife  species  by  using  the  appropriate 
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forage  requirement,  dietary  preference  and  season-of-use.   Total  pounds  of 
forage  produced  within  the  Jarbidge  Resource  Area,  by  season,  is  shown  on 
Appendix  Table  G-3. 

In  allocating  forage  to  wildlife  in  the  Jarbidge  area,  the  amount  of 
forage  needed  by  each  species  was  provided  for  prior  to  providing  forage  for 
livestock.  Also  see  Appendix  F  -  Methodology  for  Determining  Livestock  Use 
Levels. 

Appendix  Table  G-3 
Vegetative  Production  (Pounds  of  Useable  Forage)* 


Season 

Grass 

Forb 

Shrub    1 

1  Spring  (March  1  -  June  15) 

190,649,000 

12,017,000 

45,127,000   1 

| Summer  (June  16  -  August  31) 

189,393,000 

14,192,000 

50,647,000  1 

1  Fall /Winter  (Sept.  1  -  Feb. 

28) 

183,001,000 

9,147,000 

61,653,000   I 

lYearlong  (Jan.  1  -  Dec.  31) 

186,573,000 

11,016,000 

54,493,000  1 

*  Forage  available  for  consumptive  use  after  watershed  and  plant  maintenance 
requirements  have  been  satisfied. 


G-3 


Appendix  Table  H-l 
Improvements  to  Riparian  Habitat  by  Alternative 


Streams 

Alternatives 

ation 

From 

To 

Public 

Stream 

Miles 

1  Totals  1 
1  Public  1 
1  Stream  1 
iMiles    1 

1    MUA 

A   I      B 
(  st  real 

c 

o  mill 

D   I 

=s)      1 

Loc 

Management   Action* 

1      15 

Cedar   Creek 

1    2.5 

2.5 

2.5IT.15S. 

,   R.13E. 

NE1/4 

Sec. 

26 

SE1/4 

Sec. 

15 

2.5 

1 

1      2.5 

1 
iGap 

fence 

1 10-11 

E.    Fk.    Bruneau  River 

1    0.5 

1.0 

1.0IT.14S. 

,    R.llE. 

SE1/4 

Sec. 

31 

NE1  /4 

Sec. 

31 

1.0 

T~ 

iGap 

fence 

1    1.0 

1.2 

1.2IT.14S. 

,   R.10E. 

NE1/4 

Sec. 

12 

NE1/4 

Sec. 

1 

1.2 

T- 

IGap 

fence                                                                    1 

1    3.0 

5.5 

5.5IT.13S. 

,    R.10E. 

NE1/4 

Sec. 

26 

NW1/4 

Sec. 

3 

5.5 

1 

IGap 

fence 

1    2.0 

3.0 

3.8IT.12S. 

,   R.10E. 

SE1/4 

Sec. 

33 

NE1/4 

Sec. 

19 

3.8 

1 

IGap 

fence 

1    3.0 

6.0 

IT.12S. 
6.1IT.11S. 

,    R.10E. 
,   R.9E. 

SW1/4 

Sec. 

7 

NW1/4 

Sec. 

26 

6.1 

1 
1 

1 
IGap 

fence                                                                    1 

1    8.0 

13.0 

IT. IIS. 
13.8|T.10S. 

,    R.9E. 
,   R.8E. 

NE1/4 

Sec. 

15 

NW1/4 

Sec. 

7 

13.8 

1 

1    31.4 

1 
IGap 

fence 

1      15 

Bear  Creek 

1    0.4 

0.4 

0.4IT.16S. 

,    R.13E. 

SE1/4 

Sec. 

21 

NE1/4 

Sec. 

21 

0.4 

0.4 

|Fenc 

e/mgt-water/seeding  away   from   streaml 

Shack  Creek 

1    1.0 

1.1 

1.1IT.16S. 

,   R.13E. 

NW1/4 

Sec. 

28 

SW1/4 

Sec. 

28 

1.1 

1      1.1 

1 Fence/mgt-water/seeding  away  from  streaml 

1    2-3 

Little   Canyon   Creek 

1    2.0 
1    1.0 

2.2 
1.0 

2.2IT.4S,. 
1.0IT.4S., 

R.10E. 
R.10E. 

NE1/4 
SE1/4 

Sec. 
Sec. 

29 
9 

SW1/4 
SE1/4 

Sec. 
Sec. 

32 
4 

2.2 
1.0 

1      2.2 
1      1.0 

1  Fence /mgt.                                                                       1 
1  Fence                                                                             1 

King  Hill  Creek 

1    0.5 

0.7 

0.7IT.4S., 

R.llE. 

SW1/4 

Sec. 

19 

SE1/4 

Sec. 

19 

0.7 

1      0.7 

1  Fence /mgt. 

W.F.    King   Hill   Creek 

1    1.5 

1.8 

IT.3S., 
1.8IT.4S., 

R.10E. 
R.llE. 

NE1/4 
SE1/4 

Sec. 
Sec. 

22 
6 

SW1/4 
NW1/4 

Sec. 
Sec. 

15 
6 

0.8 
1.0 

T~ 

1 

1                                                                                                1 
IFence/mgt. 

1    1.5 

1.8 

1.8IT.4S., 

R.10E. 

SE14/ 

Sec. 

5 

SE1/4 

Sec. 

9 

1.8 

3.6 

iFenc 

e/mgt. 

1      15 

Spring  Creek 

1    3.0 

3.2 

3.2IT.47N. 

,    R.59E. 

SW1/4 

Sec. 

13 

NE1/4 

Sec. 

2 

3.2 

3.2 

1  Fence /mgt.                                                                       1 

Cherry  Creek 

1    2.0 

2.4 

2.4IT.47N. 

,   R.60E. 

SE1/4 

Sec. 

15 

SW1/4 

Sec. 

4 

2.4 

1      2.4 

1  Fence 

1      10 

Jarbidge  River 

1   1.0 

1.1 

IT.15S. 
l.ll 

,   R.8E. 

NW1/4 

Sec. 

14 

SE1/4  Sec. 

10 

1.1 

1 

1      1.1 

T~ 

IGap 

fence 

1        2 

Dive   Creek 

1    1.0 

1.4 

1.4IT.2S. , 

R.8E. 

NE1/4 

Sec. 

28 

NW1/4  Sec. 

22 

1.4 

1      1.4 

1  Fence /plant  willow 

1      14 

Salmon   Falls   Creek 

1   1.0 
1    1.0 

2.0 
2.0 

2.0IT.12S. 
2.2IT.11S. 

,   R.14E. 
,    R.14E. 

NE1/4 

Sec. 

9 

SW1/4  Sec. 

29 

2.0 
2.2 

1      4.2 

1 
IGap 

fence                                                                    1 

TOTALS 

136.9 

53.3 

55.21 

55.2 

1    55.2 

1 

1 
1 

1 

*The  land  use  plan  objective  is  to  improve  the  condition  of  riparian  habitat  in  the  priority  listed  in  the  table.   The  management  action  listed  is 
based  upon  existing  information  and  may  be  adjusted  as  site-specific  management  plans  are  developed.   In  allotments  where  these  streams  are  present, 
improvement  of  the  riparian  habitat  will  be  a  primary  goal  for  allotment  management.   Specific  management  actions  to  achieve  this  objective  will 
include  grazing  schedules  designed  to  meet  riparian  vegetative  needs  and  fencing  of  riparian  pastures  to  provide  maximum  control  over  livestock 
use.   Fencing  of  riparian  habitat  to  exclude  livestock  will  occur  where  other  management  opportunities  do  not  exist  or  where  other  management 
actions  have  been  implemented  and  are  not  successful  in  achieving  the  riparian  management  objective.   In  certain  situations,  fencing  of  riparian 
areas  is  generally  the  only  management  action  available  to  improve  riparian  condition. 


Appendix  Table  H-2 
Improvements  to  Aquatic  Habitat  by  Alternative 


1                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  Management  Action*            1 

1             1                                                           1          Alternatives                                                                                           I             |                                             llnstream    1 

1               In  Miles                                                                                                      1  Total  1    Fence /I    Vegetation    1    Habitat    1 

1   MUA   1                       Streams                             A   I      B    I      C    I      D    I                                Location                                    iMllesI   Mgmt.    1  Manipulation! Structure  1 

1                                                                         1           1           1           1           1                                                                                     1             1                 1                            1 I 

1      2      iDive   Creek                                      |    —   |    2.4 1    2.4|    2.4IT.2S.,  R.8E.,   Sec.    15,21,22,28                   1      2.4 1      2.4      1          2.4            I        2.4 

1   15      ICedar  Creek                                    I    —    1    2.5 1    2.5|    2.5IT.15S.,   R.13E.,    Sec.    26,33,22,15                    2.51      2.5      1          I        | 

1    12      It.   Fk.   Bruneau  River                I    —   I    4.0|    4.01    4.0IT.14S.,  R.llE.,   Sec.    31,30,19                     1      4. Ol      4.0      1          1        0.8        1 

1  1  1  1  1  IT.14S.,  R.10E.,  Sec.  24,13  III  I  | 
1  12  1"  "  1  —  1  6.8|  6.8l  6.8IT.12S.,  R.10E.,  Sec.  7  I  6.8|  6.8  1  6.8  1  6.8  1 
1                                                                             1           1           1           1           IT.12S.,   R.9E.,    Sec.    12,1,2                             III                              I                       | 

1  1  1  |T. IIS.,  R.9E.,  Sec.  35,26  III  1  | 
1      1      1"        "                                                1    —    1    6.3|    6.3|    6.3IT.11S.,   R.9E.,   Sec.   15,9,8,7                       1      6.3l      6.3      1          6.3            I        6.3        I 

1  1  1  |T. IIS.,  R.8E. ,  Sec.  12,1  ill  I  | 
1  7  1"  "  1  —  1  4.51  4.5l  4.5IT.10S.,  R.8E.,  Sec.  25,26,27,22,21(36)1  4.5|  4.5  1  4.5  1  4.5  | 
1  10  1"  "  1  —  110. 0110. 0110. OlT.lOS.,  R.8E.,  Sec.  9,8,7  1  10. Ol  10.0  1  6.1  1  6.1  1 
1             1                                                                                                      IT.10S.,   R.7E.,   Sec. 1,2, 3, 12                         j            j                                             |                      | 

2      iLittle  Canyon  Creek                   |    —   |    1.01    1.01    1.0H.4S.,   R.10E.,   Sec.    9                                           1.01      1.0                1.0                    1   0        1 

1    10      1 Jarbidge  River  at  Columbet    I    —   I    0. 5 1    0.5|    0.5IT.15S.,   R.9E. ,   Sec.    32                                         0.51      0.5      1          |        

1             1      Creek  Mouth                               1           1           1           i           1                                                                                                                 II 

1   10      iJarbidge  River  at  Dorsey        I    —   I    0.6 1    0. 6 1    0.6IT.15S.,   R.8E.,   Sec.   10,14,15                       |      0.6|      0.6      1          |        

1              1      Creek  Mouth                                                                              j                                                                                                                                                      |                       | 

2      IWillow  Creek                                 1   —   1    —   1    1.21   1.2IT.2S.,   R.8E. ,   Sec.    35(36)                              I      1.2|      1.2      I          1.2            I        1.2        1 
1              1                                                                                      1                       IT.3S.,   R.8E.,    Sec. 2                                             |                                                              | 

1   15      IN.    Fk.   Salmon  Falls   Creek      1    —    1   —    1    2.21    2.2IT.16S,.   R.13E. ,   Sec.   12,13,21                           2.21      2.2                2  2            1        2   2        1 

1    15      iDeadwood  Creek                             1    —   1    —   1    —   I    2.0IT.16S.,   R.12E.,   Sec.    21(16)                               2.oi      2.0                2.0            1        2  0        1 

1   15      iThree   Creek                                   1    —    1    —   I    —   I    1.2IT.15S.,   R.llE.,   Sec.    27,28                             •    1.21      1.2                |                      | 

1    15      iBig   Flat   Creek                             1    —   1    —   1    —   I    1.6IT.16S.,   R.llE.,   Sec.    19,30                                 1.6|      1.6      1          |        | 

1    15      ICedar  Creek                                   |   —  |   —   |   —   |    0.5IT.13S.,   R.14E.  ,   Sec.    31,6                                   0.5|      0.5                |            -        | 

LIVESTOCK  MANAGEMENT 

1               1                                                                     1            1            1            1            1                                                                                                 (j 

1      2      IW.    Fk.   King   Hill   Creek             I    —    I    7. 0 1    7. Ol    7.0|T.3S.,   R.10E.,    Sec.    5  to   T.4S.,                  I      7.0| 

j                                                                          1           1           1           1      R.llE.,    Sec.    6                                                    I              | 

1    12      IDeadwood  Creek                             |    —   |    2. Ol    2. 0 1    2.0|T.15S.,  R.llE.,   Sec.    3,4                                |      2.0| 

•The  land  use  plan  objective  is  to  improve  the  condition  of  aquatic  habitat  in 
action  listed  is  based  upon  existing  information  and  may  be  adjusted  as  site-s 
ments  where  these  streams  are  present,  improvement  of  riparian  habitat  will  be 
management  actions  to  achieve  this  objective  will  include  grazing  schedules  de 
of  riparian  pastures  to  provide  maximum  control  over  livestock  use.  Fencing  o 
where  other  management  opportunities  do  not  exist  or  where  other  management  ac 
in  achieving  the  aquatic  management  objective.  In  certain  situations,  fencing 
action  available  to  improve  aquatic  condition. 


the  priority  listed  in  the  table.   The  management 
pecific  management  plans  are  developed.   In  allot- 

a  primary  goal  for  allotment  management.   Specific 
signed. to  meet  aquatic  vegetative  needs  and  fencing 
f  aquatic  habitat  to  exclude  livestock  will  occur 
tions  have  been  implemented  and  are  not  successful 

of  aquatic  areas  is  generally  the  only  management 
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Appendix  Table  H-4 
Riparian  Habitat  Condition  (miles) 


1                        lMult.1                 1 

1  Use  1        1        1        I  Excellent /I       1 
1         Stream          lArea    Poor     Fair   1   Good   I  Unsuitable  1  Total  1 

1               I   T         T         ~T         T                         1 

iLime  Creek             1   1          1                  0.9  ex   1   0.9   1 

1  Total  (1)               1   1                          1   0.9  ex   1   0.9   1 

1                       T"                            T~        ~T      1 
IKing  Hill  Creek  Main     1   2   1   1.79     4.07     5.62  1          1  11.48 
IKing  Hill  Creek  W.  Fk.    1   2   1    1.85  1    4.71  1    2.14  1          1   8.70  1 
I  Little  Canyon  Creek      1   2      0.55  1   2.65  1   4.84  1          1   8.04  1 
ICold  Springs  Creek  W.  Fk. I   2   1   0.52  1   1.41  1   2.04  1  1.38  uns  1   5.35  1 
ICold  Springs  Creek  E.  Fk. 1   2   1           1.65  1   0.48  1          1   2.13 
ICold  Springs  Creek  Main   1   2   1                       1  0.62  uns  1   0.62  1 
1  Bennett  Creek           1   2   1        1   3.01  1   4.19  1          1   7.20  1 
iDive  Creek              1   2   1    1.16  1    0.75  I                  1   1.91  1 

iTotal  (2)              1   2   1   5.87    18.25  1   19.31   2.00  uns   45.43  1 

I  1                1        1                 1 
IKing  Hill  Creek  Main     1   3   1           0.33  1                 1   0.33  1 

I I  Little  Canyon  Creek      1   3   1   3.06  1   3.63  1   0.57  1          1   7.26  1 
1  Bennett  Creek             3   1        1           0.30  1          1   0.30  1 

ITotal  (3)                 3      3.06  1   3.96     0.87           1   7.89  1 

1                       1      1        1        1        1          1       1 
1  Salmon  Falls  Creek         7              6.63  1    0.80  1            7.43  1 

ITotal  (7)                 7   1           6.63  1   0.80  1          1   7.43  1 

1                      1     1        1        1        1          1       1 
IBruneau  River  Main       1  10   1   11.58  1    5.59  1        1          1  17.17  1 
IBruneau  River  W.  Fk.     1  10   1   10.09  1   17.23  1   2.96  I          1  30.28  1 
IBruneau  River  E.  Fk.     1  10   1   3.61  1   1.04  1   4.42  1          1   9.07  1 
1  Sheep  Creek             1  10   1   2.08  1   5.11  1   18.62  1          I  25.81  1 
1  Louse  Creek             1  10   1   4.73  1        1        I          |   4.73  1 
IMary's  Creek            1  10   1   3.64  III          1   3.64  1 
IJarbidge  River  Main      1  10      3.79  1   16.15  1   6.54  1           26.48  1 
IJarbidge  River  W.  Fk.     I  10   1        I        I   1.23  1          I   1.23  1 
IJarbidge  River  E.  Fk.     1  10   1        1    0.65  1        I          I   0.65 
IColumbet  Creek          1  10   1        1        1   1.38  1          1   1.38  1 
1  Cougar  Creek            I  10   1           3.73  1   3.96  1            7.69  1 

ITotal  (10)              |  10     39.52    49.50    39.11           1128.13  1 

1                       1      1        1        1        1          1       I 
IBruneau  River  E.  Fk.     1  11   1   25.98  1   4.05     2.17  1          1  32.20 
|Big  Flat  Creek          1  11   1           0.47  1        1            0.47  1 

ITotal  (11)               11     25.98     4.52  1   2.17  1           32.67 

1                      1     1        1        1        1          1       I 
IDeadwood  Creek          1  12   1        1   2.21  1        I          1   2.21  1 
1  Three  Creek             |  12   1           1.72  1        I          1   1.72  1 
|Big  Flat  Creek          1  12   1        1   0.58  1        I          1   0.58  1 
1  Cherry  Creek            1  12   I        1    0.27          I          |   0.27  1 

ITotal  (12)               12   I           4.78         I            4.78  1 

1                       1      1        1        1        1          1       I 
1  Cedar  Creek             j  13   1   10.69     3.92         I           14.61  1 

ITotal  (13)              |  13   1   10.69  1   3.92  1        1          |  14.61  1 
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Appendix  Table  H-4  (con't.) 


1 

Mult. 

1 

Use 

Excellent/ 

Stream 

Area 

Poor 

Fair 

Good 

Unsuitable 

Total  1 

1 

1  Salmon  Falls  Creek 

14 

3.13 

13.91 

13.69 

30.73  1 

1  Total  (14) 

1   1 

3.13 

13.91 

1   13.69 

30.73  1 

1 

1  Salmon  Falls  Creek 

15 

7.15 

uns 

7.15  1 

|N.  Fork  Salmon  Falls  Ck. 

15 

1.21 

0.60 

1.81  1 

1  Rocky  Canyon 

15 

0.63 

0.78 

1.41  1 

1  Cedar  Creek 

15 

3.13 

2.07 

3.01 

8.21  1 

|Bear  Creek 

15 

0.44 

0.34 

0.84 

1.62  1 

1  Shack  Creek 

15 

1.14 

0.14 

1.28  1 

1  House  Creek 

15 

0.60 

2.44 

0.24 

3.28  1 

|Deer  Creek 

15 

1.02 

3.25 

4.27  1 

1 1  Three  Creek 

15 

1.91 

1.61 

1.79 

ex 

5.31  1 

1  Cherry  Creek 

15 

1.66 

1.33 

2.48 

5.47  1 

iPole  Creek 

15 

1.59 

1.67 

3.26  1 

1  Spring  Creek 

15 

3.95 

2.10 

6.05  1 

|Blg  Flat  Creek 

15 

1.51 

3.28 

4.79  1 

IJarbidge  River  E.  Fk. 

15 

1.02 

6.47 

7.49  1 

1  Dave  Creek 

15 

0.49 

1.67 

2.16  1 

1  Total  (15) 

15 

10.92 

17.80 

25.90 

8.94 

63.56  1 

1 

IJarbidge  River  W.  Fk. 

16 

7.92 

7.92  I 

1  Buck  Creek 

16 

2.69 

2.69  1 

1 Columbet  Creek 

16 

3.79 

3.79  1 

I  Cougar  Creek 

16 

1.03 

1.03  I 

|Deep  Creek 

16 

5.96 

5.96  1 

1  Taylor  Creek 

16 

3.54 

3.54  I 

iBruneau  River  W.  Fk. 

16 

3.87 

5.03 

8.90  1 

1  Total  (16) 

16 

8.44 

25.39 

33.83  1 

Table  H-5 
Riparian  Habitat  Conditions  -  Percentages 


1  Mult . 

1  Use 

Excellent /I 

lArea 

Poor 

Fair 

Good 

Unsuitable  I 

1   1 

0 

0 

0 

100% 

1   2 

13% 

40% 

42% 

5%    1 

1   3 

39% 

50% 

11% 

0    1 

1   7 

0 

89% 

11% 

0    1 

1  10 

31% 

39% 

30% 

0    1 

1  11 

80% 

14% 

6% 

0    1 

1  12 

0 

100% 

0 

0    1 

1  13 

73% 

27% 

0 

0    1 

1  14 

10% 

45% 

45% 

0    1 

1  15 

17% 

I   28% 

41% 

14%   1 

1  16 

0 

25% 

75% 

0    1 

1  Total 

27% 

36% 

34%   1 

3%   1 
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APPENDIX  I 
FIRE  MANAGEMENT 


A.  Introduction 

The  suppression  policy  of  the  Boise  District  is  to  extinguish  fires 
with  the  least  amount  of  surface  disturbance  possible.   Suppression 
actions  are  to  minimize  resource  losses,  suppression  and  rehabilitation 
costs  and  environmental  damage.   Whenever  burning  conditions  and  terrain 
are  such  that  direct  attack  is  not  feasible,  the  suppression  strategy  is 
to  burn  out  from  existing  natural  barriers  and  established  control 
points,  such  as  roads. 

Surface  disturbing  equipment,  such  as  bulldozers,  are  utilized  only 
with  management  approval.   First  priority  is  clearing  of  existing  roads 
and  second  priority,  when  all  other  methods  are  exhausted,  is 
construction  of  new  control  lines. 

B.  Full  Suppression 

Full  suppression  is  aggressive  action  taken  on  all  fires  which  are 
on  or  are  threatening  public  land  with  sufficient  forces  to  contain  the 
fire  during  the  first  burning  period.   When  multiple  fires  are 
experienced,  suppression  priority  is  given  to  fires  threatening  areas  of 
highest  value. 

C.  Limited  Suppression 

Limited  suppression  is  a  modified  action  on  fires  in  areas  where 
control  is  extremely  difficult  or  where  the  values  threatened  do  not 
warrant  the  expense  associated  with  the  usual  suppression  procedures. 
Limited  suppression  must  be  planned  and  approved  prior  to  implementation. 

D.  Required  Action 

1.    Full  Suppression 

a.  Pursue  an  aggressive  prevention  program  to  reduce  the  number 
of  human-caused  fires. 

b.  Maintain  the  existing  fire  organization  as  to  personnel, 
equipment,  and  locations  with  the  necessary  funding. 

c.  Continue  contract  protection  for  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base. 

d.  Continue  initial  attack  agreement  with  Burley  District. 

e.  Continue  initial  attack  agreement  with  the  Pole  Creek  Ranger 
District. 

f.  Evaluate  burned  area  for  emergency  rehabilitation  and 
implement  if  feasible. 
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2.    Limited  Suppression 

a.  Pursue  an  aggressive  prevention  and  investigation  program  to 
reduce  the  number  of  arson  and/or  human-caused  fires. 

b.  Evaluate  fires  on  an  individual  basis  considering  values 
threatened,  burning  conditions,  location  and  potential. 
Initiate  the  appropriate  suppression  action  commensurate  with 
the  evaluation  and /or  identified  parameters. 

c.  Burned  areas,  where  aggressive  fire  suppression  action  is  not 
taken,  would  not  receive  fire  funded  rehabilitation  since 
these  are  areas  which  do  not  warrant  the  expense  of  full 
suppression. 

d.  Escaped  prescribed  fires  within  a  limited  suppression  area 
will  not  be  considered  a  wildfire  unless  both  the  prescription 
and  the  limited  suppression  parameters  are  exceeded. 

e.  Within  the  limited  suppression  area  critical  wildlife  habitat 
will  be  treated  as  full  suppression. 

f .  Full  suppression  will  be  initiated  whenever  fire  enters  a  one 
mile  buffer  area  that  surrounds  private  lands. 

g.  Full  suppression  will  be  initiated  within  the  limited 
suppression  areas  for  any  wildland  fire  that  approaches  within 
one  mile  of  the  full  suppression  boundary. 

E.   Special  Consideration  Section 

Special  considerations  have  been  developed  in  each  MUA  to  protect 
special  resource  values  and  determine  fire  management  actions.   See 
Appendix  Table  B-4  for  acres  of  full  and/or  limited  suppression  by  MUA. 
Appendix  Table  1-1  shows  the  acres  proposed  for  prescribed  burning  by 
alternative  for  each  IIUA. 

1.   Multiple  Use  Area  1:   Anderson  Ranch  Reservoir/Boise  River 

a.  Resource  Values  and  Levels  of  Fire  Suppression:   The  entire 
11,086  acres  of  public  land  managed  by  BLM  will  receive  full 
suppression  in  all  alternatives.   This  MUA  is  a  popular  outdoor 
recreation  area.   Public  lands  are  important  winter  habitat 
for  deer  and  elk  and  contain  850  acres  of  commercial  timber. 
Visual  resources  are  especially  important  in  both  the  fore- 
ground and  background  of  Anderson  Ranch  Reservoir.   Full 
suppression  of  wildfire  is  required  to  accomplish  the 
management  objectives  of  this  unit. 

b.  Prescribed  Burning  Planned;   None 

c.  Constraints /Special  Considerations : 

(1)  Anderson  Ranch  Reservoir  area:  construct  new  control 
lines  with  bulldozers  only  as  last  resort. 
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d.  Rehabilitation  Considerations: 

(1)  Plant  trees  in  high  visual  areas  or  when  loss  of 
commercial  timber  has  occurred. 

(2)  In  deer  and  elk  winter  range,  use  seed  mixtures  which 
benefit  wildlife  as  well  as  livestock. 

e.  Suppression  Priority 

(1)  Private  land  and  structures. 

(2)  Anderson  Ranch  Reservoir  Area.  - 

(3)  Deer  and  elk  winter  habitat;  riparian  habitat. 

(4)  Commercial  timber  stands. 

(5)  Recreation  facilities. 

f.  Other  Considerations:   Continue  the  present  exchange  of 
protection  with  the  Boise  National  Forest  for  fire  suppression 
in  this  area. 

g.  Fire  Activity  Plans:   None 

2.   Multiple  Use  Area  2:   Upper  Bennett  Mountain 

a.  Resource  Values  and  Level  of  Fire  Suppression:   The  62,228 
acres  of  public  land  in  MUA  2  will  receive  full  suppression  in 
all  alternatives.   The  existing  fuel  types  and  terrain  in  the 
northern  portion  near  Bennett  Mountain  make  fire  suppression 
effort  both  difficult  and  expensive.   The  area  is  an  important 
elk  and  deer  winter  range,  has  1,400  acres  of  commercial 
timber  and  contains  the  King  Hill  Creek  WSA.   There  are  37,000 
acres  of  private  land,  increasing  the  possibilities  of  fire 
destroying  isolated  ranches,  fences,  and  structures  during 
large  or  multiple  fires.   Full  suppression  is  warranted  to 
meet  management  objectives  of  the  proposed  plan. 

b.  Prescribed  Burning  Planned:   Alternative  C  has  identified 
1,300  acres  for  prescribed  burning. 

c.  Constraints/Special  Considerations : 

(1)  King  Hill  Creek  WSA  -  as  fires  occur,  fire  management 
will  be  cognizant  in  both  consulting  with  an  area 
representative  and  developing  fire  suppression  strategies 
that  will  not  impair  the  suitability  of  the  area  for 
designation  as  wilderness. 

d.  Rehabilitation  Considerations:   Same  as  for  MUA  1. 
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e.  Suppression  Priority: 

(1)  Private  land  and  structures. 

(2)  King  Hill  Creek  WSA. 

(3)  Deer  and  elk  winter  range,  riparian  habitat. 

(4)  Commercial  timber. 

f .  Other  Considerations;  Review  need  for  fire  breaks. 

g.  Fire  Activity  Plans:  None  planned. 
3.   Multiple  Use  Area  3:   Lower  Bennett 

a.  Resource  Values  and  Level  of  Fire  Suppression:   The  entire 
49,791  acres  of  public  land  will  receive  full  suppression  in 
all  alternatives.   Historically,  large  fires  (2,000  acres+) 
have  occurred  in  this  unit  where  vegetation  is  primarily  big 
sagebrush-cheatgrass.   Portions  of  the  Oregon  National 
Historic  Trail  cross  this  MUA.   There  are  24,000  acres  of 
private  land  which  are  at  risk. 

b.  Prescribed  Burning  Planned:   There  are  400  acres  planned  in 
the  proposed  plan  and  640  acres  in  Alternative  B.   Wildfires 
which  occur  in  the  prescription  area  will  be  manned,  but 
allowed  to  burn  as  long  as  the  prescription  is  met.   See 
Prescribed  Burn  Table  1-1. 

c.  Constraints/Special  Considerations : 

(1)  Fire  suppression  tactics  near  the  Oregon  Trail  will  not 
destroy  or  impair  any  physical  portion  of  the  trail. 

(2)  , Emphasize  fire  suppression  of  the  "Big  Sagebrush"  habitat 

(T.5S.,  R.9E.)  to  maintain  rodent  population  for  raptors. 

d.  Rehabilitation  Considerations:   Maintain  big  sagebrush  habitat. 

e.  Suppression  Priority: 

(1)  Private  land  and  structures. 

(2)  Oregon  Trail 

(3)  Big  Sagebrush  communities. 

f .  Other  Considerations:   Pursue  an  aggressive  prevention  program 
to  reduce  number  of  human-caused  fires. 

g.  Fire  Activity  Plans:   Prescribed  Burn  Plan. 
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4.  Multiple  Use  Area  4:   Snake  River  Riparian 

a.  Resource  Values  and  Level  of  Fire  Suppression:   This  51  mile 
long  corridor  along  the  Snake  River  contains  important  wild- 
life habitat  for  waterfowl,  upland  game,  and  mule  deer,  and  is 
important  habitat  for  the  white  sturgeon.   This  unit,  with 
9,068  acres  of  public  land,  will  receive  full  suppression  in 
all  alternatives  in  order  to  meet  management  objectives. 

b .  Prescribed  Burning  Planned:   None 

c.  Constraints /Special  Considerations:   Limit  surface  disturbance 
in  riparian  areas  and  plaeontologic  areas. 

d.  Rehabilitation  Considerations:   Rehabilitation  should  benefit 
wildlife  and  protection  against  soil  loss. 

e.  Suppression  Priority: 

(1)  Private  land  and  structures. 

(2)  Riparian  habitat. 

f.  Fire  Activity  Plans:   None  planned. 

5.  Multiple  Use  Area  5:   Snake  River  Birds  of  Prey 

a.  Resource  Values  and  Level  of  Fire  Suppression:   This  unit 
contains  habitat  for  numerous  raptors  and  their  prey  base  and 
is  within  the  boundary  of  the  Birds  of  Prey  National 
Conservation  Area.   Historically,  large  fires  (10,000  acres+) 
have  occurred  in  the  Sand  Dunes  and  Browns  Creek  area  where 
loss  of  ground  cover  is  increasing  the  erosion  potential. 
Crop  damage  from  fires  has  occurred  in  the  past  in  the  Indian 
Cove  area.   The  49,286  acres  of  public  land  will  receive  full 
suppression  efforts  in  all  alternatives. 

b.  Prescribed  Burning  Planned:   None 

c.  Constraints /Special  Considerations : 

(1)  No  impairment  of  Oregon  Trail  and  other  cultural/ 
historical  sites. 

(2)  Consider  need  for  fire  breaks  between  public  land  and 
farming  developments  and  the  Bruneau  Dunes  State  Park. 

(3)  Consider  the  visual  values  surrounding  Bruneau  Dunes 
State  Park  when  designing  or  developing  fire  breaks. 
Seek  input  from  Park  Manager. 

d.  Rehabilitation  Considerations: 

(1)  Maintain  Birds  of  Prey  habitat. 
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(2)   Establish  ground  cover  on  highly  erodable  soils  and  sandy 
areas. 

e.  Suppression  Priority; 

(1)  Prevent  loss  to  crops  and  private  lands. 

(2)  Protect  big  sagebrush  stands  within  three  miles  of 
nesting  habitat;  protect  winterfat  areas. 

(3)  Protect  Sand  Dunes  State  Park. 

f .  Other  Considerations;   Pursue  an  aggressive  prevention  program 
to  reduce  the  number  of  human-caused  fires. 

g.  Fire  Activity  Plans; 

(1)  Address  fire  management  in  Birds  of  Prey  Management  Plan. 

(2)  Consider  need  for  fire  breaks  in  all  activity  plans. 
6.   Multiple  Use  Area  6;   Saylor  Creek  West 

a.  Resource  Values  and  Level  of  Fire  Suppression;   The  public  land 
(176,859  acres)  in  this  MUA  will  receive  full  suppression 
effort  in  all  alternatives.   The  Saylor  Creek  Gunnery  Range 
(102,746  acres)  is  located  in  the  middle  of  this  area.   Vege- 
tation is  predominantly  crested  wheatgrass  with  pockets  of  big 
sagebrush.   Historically,  this  area  has  experienced  high  fire 
occurrence  and  large  burns,  necessitating  extensive  rehabili- 
tation.  Over  100,000  acres  have  burned  with  75,000  acres 
reseeded. 

b.  Prescribed  Burning  Planned;   None 

c.  Constraints/Special  Considerations ; 

(1)  Special  suppression  restrictions  apply  to  the  Saylor 
Creek  Gunnery  Range  and  Sand  Point  ACEC. 

(2)  The  Bruneau  River  WSA  borders  this  MUA  on  the  west  side 
and  will  influence  suppression  strategies. 

(3)  Limit  surface  disturbance  in  cultural  sites  in  northern 
part  of  MUA. 

d.  Rehabilitation  Considerations; 

(1)   Seed  mix  should  contain  shrub  component  to  benefit 
wildlife  and  improve  vegetative  community. 

e .  Suppression  Priority;   None 
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f .  Other  Considerations; 

(1)  Pursue  an  aggressive  prevention  program  to  reduce  the 
number  of  human-caused  fires. 

(2)  Continue  contract  protection  for  Mountain  Home  Air  Force 
Base. 

g.  Fire  Activity  Plans;   None 

7.  Multiple  Use  Area  7;   Say lor  Creek  East 

a.  Resource  Values  and  Level  of  Fire  Suppression;   The  public 
lands  (347,530  acres)  in  this  MUA  will  receive  full  suppres- 
sion.  This  unit  contains  a  wild  horse  herd  and  significant 
agricultural  development.   Historically,  this  area  has 
experienced  high  fire  occurrence  with  very  large  fires.   Over 
200,000  acres  have  burned  with  155,000  acres  reseeded.  Mule 
deer,  antelope,  sage  grouse,  and  upland  game  are  found  in  the 
area.   Significant  paleontologic  and  cultural  resource  sites 
in  Pasadena  Valley,  Dove  Springs,  and  Roosevear  Gulch  have 
been  recorded  and  the  Oregon  National  Historic  Trail  traverses 
the  northern  portion  of  the  area. 

b.  Prescribed  Burning  Planned;   None 

c.  Constraints /Special  Considerations ; 

(1)  Limit  surface  disturbance  on  Oregon  Trail  and  cultural 
and  paleontologic  sites. 

(2)  Be  cognizant  of  private  land  values  (farm  land  and  Glenns 
Ferry  area);  consider  fire  barriers. 

d.  Rehabilitation  Considerations;   Same  as  MUA  6. 

e.  Suppression  Priority;   None 

f .  Other  Considerations;  None 

g.  Fire  Activity  Plans;   None 

8.  Multiple  Use  Areas  8  and  9;   Hagerman  Fossil  Beds  and  ORV  Area 

a.   Resource  Values  and  Level  of  Fire  Suppression;   The  Hagerman 
Fossil  Beds  (4,394  acres)  is  a  National  Natural  Landmark  and 
an  internationally  recognized  paleontologic  area.   The 
Hagerman  ORV  Area  (Owsley  Bridge)  contains  3,530  acres  and  is 
used  by  ORV  recreationists  (primarily  trail  bikes)  throughout 
the  year.   Both  areas  will  receive  full  fire  suppression. 
Fire  occurrence  is  minimal  in  these  MUAs.   There  are  no 
prescribed  burns  planned.   Fire  suppression  techniques  would 
restrict  the  use  of  heavy  equipment  in  or  near  the  fossil 
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beds.   Activity  plans  for  each  area  would  determine  specific 
fire  suppression  techniques  and  rehabilitation  considerations. 

9.   Multiple  Use  Area  10;   Bruneau-Jarbidge-Sheep  Creek 

a.  Resource  Values  and  Level  of  Fire  Suppression;  The  Bruneau/ 
Sheep  Creek  WSA  and  the  Jarbidge  WSA  forms  this  MUA.   The  area 
contains  big  game,  upland  game,  and  sage  grouse  habitat.   The 
Dry  Lake  Beds  are  an  important  cultural  resource  while  the 
river  canyons  are  rich  in  wildlife,  cultural  and  geological 
hunting,  scenery,  cold  and  warm  water  fisheries,  and  wild 
river  recreation  opportunities.   Of  the  95,639  acres,  62% 
(58,940  acres)  would  receive  limited  fire  suppression  while 
the  remaining  36,699  acres  would  receive  full  suppression  in 
Alternative  A.   In  Alternatives  B,  C,  and  D  the  entire  MUA 
would  receive  full  fire  suppression  in  order  to  better  protect 
wildlife  habitat,  cultural  and  recreational  values,  and 
wilderness  characteristics. 

b .  Prescribed  Burning  Planned;  None 

c.  Constraints /Special  Considerations; 

(1)  Limited  Suppression  Area  (Alternative  A);   Full  fire 
suppression  efforts  will  be  initiated  at  any  time  a  fire 
exceeds  2,000  acres,  or  if  private  property,  critical 
wildlife  habitat,  or  other  significant  resource  values 
are  threatened.   In  addition,  full  suppression  will  be 
taken  on  any  wildland  fire  that  reaches  a  one  mile  buffer 
to  either  the  limited  suppression  boundary  or  the 
Jarbidge  River.   The  Jarbidge  River  has  been  nominated  to 
be  considered  a  Wild  and  Scenic  River  and  provides  deer 
habitat. 

(2)  Full  Suppression  Area  (All  Alternatives);  Whenever  full 
^suppression  is  utilized,  fire  suppression  tactics  will 

restrict  the  use  of  heavy  equipment.  Additionally, 
suppression  tactics  will  not  impair  the  suitability  of 
the  identified  areas  for  designation  as  wilderness  or 
Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers. 

d.  Rehabilitation  Considerations;   Burned  areas  should  be  allowed 
to  revegetate  to  native  grasses.   If  seeding  is  necessary,  the 
mix  should  be  native  species  if  possible,  and  should  improve 
wildlife  habitat.  Burned  areas  are  not  rehabilitated  in 
limited  suppression  areas. 

e.  Suppression  Priority; 

(1)  River  canyons. 

(2)  Plateaus. 

f.  Other  Considerations;   If  any  of  the  MUA  is  designated 
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wilderness,  a  limited  fire  suppression  effort  would  be 
implemented. 

g.    Fire  Activity  Plans;   Fire  management  (including  suppression 
tactics)  would  be  addressed  in  a  wilderness  management  plan, 
if  so  designated,  or  any  other  subsequent  activity  plan 
prepared  for  the  area,  such  as  an  ACEC. 

10.   Multiple  Use  Areas  11  and  12:   Inside  Desert  and  West  Devil 

a.  Resource  Values  and  Level  of  Fire  Suppression:   Vegetation  is 
desert  grass-big  sagebrush  with  several  large  crested 
wheatgrass  seedings,  the  result  of  past  fire  rehabilitation 
efforts.   The  area  also  contains  important  yearlong  antelope 
range  and  sage  grouse  nesting  areas.   Several  significant 
cultural  resource  sites  are  also  present.   In  Alternatives  A 
and  B,  158,251  acres  (of  a  total  211,571  acres)  in  MUA  11  and 
230, 479  acres  (of  a  total  255,919  acres)  in  MUA  12  are 
identified  for  limited  suppression.   In  Alternatives  C,  Cj_, 

D  and  D]_,  both  MUAs  would  receive  full  suppression  to  better 
protect  the  existing  antelope  range  and  sage  grouse  nesting 
areas. 

b.  Prescribed  Burning  Planned:   Alternative  B  has  18,700  acres 
proposed  for  prescribed  burning,  while  Alternative  C  has  a 
total  of  10,348  acres  identified.   See  Table  1-1.   Wildfires 
which  occur  in  the  prescription  area  will  be  manned,  but 
allowed  to  burn  as  long  as  the  prescription  is  met. 

c.  Constraints/Special  Considerations :   See  9c(l)  above.   In 
addition,  70%  of  the  identified  limited  suppression  areas  (MUA 
11  -  130,122  acres;  MUA  12  -  146,011  acres)  is  considered 
critical  wildlife  habitat  and  may  be  treated  as  full 
suppression  if  necessary  to  meet  management  objectives. 

d.  Rehabilitation  Considerations:   In  the  full  suppression  areas, 
rehabilitation  efforts  will  meet  wildlife  management 
objectives,  in  addition  to  providing  forage  for  livestock  and 
providing  ground  cover. 

e.  Suppression  Priority: 

(1)  Private  lands  and  structures. 

(2)  Post  Office  Historical  and  Cultural  site. 

(3)  Wildlife  habitat. 

(4)  WSA  boundary. 

f.  Other  Considerations:   In  MUA  11,  fire  spread  will  not  be 
allowed  into  the  canyon  of  the  East  Fork  of  the  Bruneau  River 
on  the  east  and  the  Jarbidge  WSA  on  the  west. 
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g.    Fire  Activity  Plans;   Update  the  existing  limited  fire 

suppression  plan  to  incorporate  the  management  objectives  of 
the  selected  alternative. 

11.   Multiple  Use  Areas  13  and  14:   East  Devil  and  Salmon  Falls  Creek 

a.  Resource  Values  and  Level  of  Fire  Suppression;   The  public 
land  (108,036  acres  -  MUA  13;  2,947  acres  -  MUA  14)  in  these 
two  MUAs  will  receive  full  suppression  management.   Vegetation 
consists  of  big  sagebrush  and  desert  grasses  in  the  flats  and 
riparian  habitat  in  the  canyon  bottoms,  with  numerous  crested 
wheatgrass  seedings  in  burned  areas.   Several  large  private 
blocks  in  the  northern  and  southwestern  parts  of  the  area  are 
in  agricultural  use.  Antelope,  mule  deer,  and  sage  grouse  are 
found  throughout  the  area  and  numerous  significant  cultural 
resource  complexes  are  present,  with  major  concentrations 
along  Devil  Creek.   Salmon  Falls  Creek  canyon  offers  a  unique 
natural  ecosystem  and  has  been  identified  as  an  Outstanding 
Natural  Area  in  all  alternatives  and  an  ACEC  in  Alternative 

D.   Mule  deer  and  upland  game  birds  are  found  in  this  canyon 
area  throughout  the  year. 

b.  Prescribed  Burning  Planned:  Under  Alternative  C,  848  acres  of 
prescribed  burning  will  occur  in  MUA  13.   Wildfires  which 
might  occur  first  in  the  prescription  area  will  be  manned,  but 
allowed  to  burn  as  long  as  the  prescription  is  met. 

c.  Constraints/Special  Considerations:  All  effort  will  be  made 
to  restrict  wildfire  from  entering  the  Salmon  Falls  Creek 
Canyon.   Suppression  procedures  in  the  canyon  are  to  be 
limited  to  helicopter  water  drops  and  shovel  crews.   Surface 
disturbance  by  heavy  equipment  should  also  be  restricted  in 
the  Devils  Creek  Cultural  Resource  Complexes  and  other 
riparian  areas. 

d.  Rehabilitation  Considerations:   Rehabilitation  of  burned  areas 
will  meet  wildlife,  as  well  as  other  resource  management 
objectives  in  MUA  13.   In  Salmon  Falls  Creek  most  burned  areas 
will  not  be  reseeded.   If  rehabilitation  is  necessary,  only 
seed  mixes  of  native  species  will  be  applied. 

e.  Suppression  Priority: 

(1)  Private  property. 

(2)  Salmon  Falls  Creek  Canyon. 

(3)  Crucial  wildlife  habitat  and  riparian  areas. 

(4)  Recreational  facilities. 

f.  Other  Considerations:  Maintain  initial  attack  agreement  with 
Burley  District. 
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g.    Fire  Activity  Plans :   Include  fire  management  in  activity 
plans  prepared  for  Salmon  Falls  Creek. 

12.   Multiple  Use  Areas  15  and  16:   Jarbidge  Foothills  and  Diamond  A 

a.  Resource  Values  and  Level  of  Fire  Suppression;   The  Jarbidge 
Foothills  and  the  Diamond  A  MUAs  provide  winter  habitat  for 
mule  deer  and  antelope,  and  includes  yearlong  habitat  for 
bighorn  sheep.   MUA  15  contains  a  total  of  205,238  acres  of 
public  land,  all  of  which  would  receive  full  suppression  in 
Alternatives  B,  C,  and  D.   In  Alternative  A,  approximately 
15,120  acres,  or  7%  of  the  area,  would  receive  limited 
suppression,  even  though  some  of  the  limited  area  is 
considered  crucial  winter  habitat  for  mule  deer  and  contains 
sage  grouse  nesting  areas.  MUA  16  contains  97,980  acres  of 
public  land,  all  of  which  would  receive  full  suppression  in 
Alternatives  B,  C,  and  D.   However,  in  Alternative  A,  36,850 
acres  (38%)  would  be  in  the  limited  suppression  category.   The 
limited  suppression  area  does  include  some  mule  deer  winter 
habitat  and  sage  grouse  nesting  areas. 

b.  Prescribed  Burning  Planned:   Alternative  B  has  10,500  acres 
proposed  for  prescribed  burning,  while  Alternative  C  has  a 
total  of  2,640  acres  identified.   See  Table  1-1.  Wildfires 
which  occur  in  the  prescription  area  will  be  manned,  but 
allowed  to  burn  as  long  as  the  prescription  is  met. 

c.  Constraints /Special  Considerations : 

(1)  In  the  limited  suppression  areas,  full  suppression  would 
be  initiated  if  wildfire  approaches  within  one  mile  of 
either  the  limited  suppression  boundary  or  the  Bruneau 
River  Canyon,  or  if  private  property  is  at  risk. 

(2)  Use  of  heavy  equipment  would  be  restricted  in  the  Bruneau 
and  Jarbidge  River  Canyons. 

d.  Rehabilitation  Considerations:   In  the  crucial  wildlife  winter 
ranges,  use  seed  mixtures  which  benefit  wildlife  as  well  as 
livestock. 

e.  Suppression  Priority: 

(1)  Private  land  and  structures. 

(2)  Crucial  wildlife  habitat  and  riparian  areas. 

(3)  Bruneau  and  Jarbidge  River  Canyons. 

(4)  Recreational  sites  (Cedar  Creek  Reservoir,  Murphy  Hot 
Springs,  etc.) 

f«   Other  Considerations:   Continue  initial  attack  agreement  with 
Pole  Creek  Ranger  District. 
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g.  Fire  Activity  Plans;  Update  the  existing  limited  suppression 
plan  to  incorporate  the  area  and  management  objectives  of  the 
selected  alternative. 

Appendix  Table  1-1 
Proposed  Prescribed  Burns  (Acres)* 


Alternative 

Alternative 

Alternative 

Alternative  1 

1   MUA 

A 

B 

C 

D     I 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1   2 

0 

0 

1,300 

0     1 

1   3 

0 

640 

2,400 

0     1 

1   4 

0 

0 

0 

0     1 

1   5 

0 

0 

0 

0     1 

6 

0 

0 

0 

0     1 

1    7 

0 

0 

0 

0     1 

1   8 

0 

0 

0 

0     1 

1   9 

0 

0 

0 

0     1 

1   10 

0 

0 

0 

0     1 

1   11 

0 

14 

,600 

5,600 

0     1 

1   12 

0 

4 

,100 

4,748 

0     1 

1   13 

0 

0 

4,848 

0     1 

1  14 

0 

0 

0 

0     1 

1   15 

0 

5 

,500 

640 

0     1 

1   16 

0 

5 

,000 

8,000 

0     1 

TOTAL 

0 

29 

,840 

27,536 

0 

*  Acreages  shown  represent  known  acreages  and  locations 
for  prescribed  burns.  Additional  acres  may  be  burned 
as  part  of  the  2%  annual  treatment  of  poor  condition 
ranges . > 
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APPENDIX  J 
WILDERNESS 


The  detailed  description  of  the  three  wilderness  study  areas  and  the 
evaluation  of  the  wilderness  planning  criteria  and  quality  standards  that 
were  included  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  are  not  included  in  this  document.   This 
information  will  be  incorporated  into  a  separate  final  wilderness  EIS  and 
wilderness  study  report  for  these  three  WSAs.   The  preliminary 
recommendations  identified  in  the  proposed  Jarbidge  RMP  and  the  alternatives 
identified  in  the  EIS  will  be  carried  forward  in  these  separate  documents. 
This  section  now  includes  only  the  rationale  for  the  preliminary  wilderness 
recommendations  identified  in  the  proposed  RMP. 

Wilderness  Recommendations  and  Rationales 

The  preliminary  recommendation  is  that  the  canyons  (31,410  acres)  of 
both  the  Jarbidge  River  and  Bruneau  River-Sheep  Creek  WSAs  are  suitable  for 
wilderness  designation.   The  plateau  of  these  WSAs  plus  the  entire  King  Hill 
Creek  WSA  are  recommended  nonsuitable  for  wilderness  designation  (177,423 
acres).   The  principal  rationales  for  specific  WSA  recommendations  are 
presented  below. 

A.   Bruneau  River  -  Sheep  Creek  WSA; 

Suitable  Portion:  The  17,929  acres  of  canyons  are  being  recommended  as 
suitable  for  wilderness  designation  to  ensure  the  long-term 
protection  of  cultural,  scenic  and  recreation  values  judged  to  be 
of  national  significance.   Primitive  recreational  experiences  can 
be  enjoyed  in  secluded  canyons  possessing  a  high  degree  of 
naturalness  and  solitude.   The  physical  features  of  these  canyons 
(particularly  the  presence  of  abundant  rhyolite  pinnacle  formations 
and  juniper,  and  the  rivers'  sustained  challenging  Whitewater)  are 
uniquely  different  than  those  of  canyons  in  other  southwest  Idaho 
desert  wilderness  proposals  (Owyhee  Canyonlands  and  Jacks  Creek 
Wilderness  Study  Reports). 

The  Bruneau/Jarbidge  River  System  is  one  of  the  premier 
non-permit  Whitewater  rivers  in  the  United  States.   Difficult 
access  and  lack  of  notoriety  have  kept  use  levels  low  without  the 
use  of  visitor  restrictions  and  controls.   There  are  few  rivers  of 
this  caliber  in  the  U.S.,  providing  sustained  Class  II  and  III 
rapids  amidst  spectacular  scenery  and  where  Whitewater  use  is  not 
rigidly  regulated  and  limited  through  the  issuance  of  mandatory 
permits.   The  Bruneau /Jarbidge  River  System  provides  a  unique 
opportunity  to  participate  in  outstanding  wilderness  Whitewater 
adventures  without  the  regulatory  restraints  and  advanced  planning 
that  are  required  on  comparable  rivers  with  mandatory  permits. 

The  canyons  of  the  Bruneau  River  and  Sheep  Creek  within  the 
WSA  have  been  recommended  for  wild  river  designation  under  the  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  of  1968.   The  wilderness  designation  would 
compliment  the  wild  river  designation.   The  BLM's  wilderness 
recommendation  carries  with  it  a  specific  management  objective  of 


J-l 


maintaining  the  free  flowing  condition  of  the  Bruneau  River  and 
Sheep  Creek.   A  prohibition  against  dam  construction  is  mandated  by 
wild  river  designation.   The  wilderness  designation,  however,  would 
protect  a  larger  acreage  of  canyon.   The  wilderness  area  would 
include  some  tributary  canyons  not  identified  by  the  wild  river 
proposal. 

The  canyon  wilderness  designation  would  cause  no  significant 
adverse  impacts  to  other  resources  uses.   The  mining  of  jasper 
along  the  southern  fringe  of  the  canyon  would  be  subject  to  any 
valid  existing  rights  existing  prior  to  wilderness  designation. 
Although  no  dam  proposals  currently  exist  and  no  future  needs  for 
dams  have  been  identified,  the  failure  to  designate  the  canyon- 
lands  as  wilderness  or  wild  rivers  could  eventually  result  in  the 
loss  of  their  unique  resource  values  to  dam/reservoir  development. 

Nonsuitable  Portion:   The  86,477  acres  of  plateau  are  being  recommended 
as  nonsuitable  for  wilderness  designation  to  allow  the  continuation 
of  other  multiple  uses  including  semi-primitive  motorized 
recreation  and  livestock  grazing.   The  plateau  is  judged  to  be  more 
valuable  for  optimizing  these  resource  uses  (subject  to  bighorn 
sheep  constraints)  than  for  wilderness  designation. 

The  plateau  is  geographically  isolated  from  the  canyons  of  the 
WSA.   Portions  of  the  plateau  are  not  manageable  in  the  long  term 
to  protect  wilderness  values  because  of  access  problems  and  the 
continued  use  of  existing  resources.   The  northern  neck  of  the  WSA 
includes  only  the  canyon  of  the  Bruneau  River  and  narrow  strips  of 
plateau  land  (8,840  acres)  lying  between  the  canyon  rimrocks  and 
adjacent  crested  wheatgrass  seedings  and/or  dirt  roads.   These 
isolated  areas  do  not  have  wilderness  values  of  sufficient  quality 
to  warrant  the  management  attention  that  may  be  necessary  to 
preserve  their  wilderness  values.   Management  problems  could 
include  vehicle  trespass  of  several  ways  leading  to  the  edge  of  the 
canyon,  off -road  vehicle  (ORV)  use  in  association  with  these  ways, 
and  the  management  of  wildfire.   It  is  anticipated  that  some  of 
these  remnant  areas  of  native  vegetation  would  be  burned  off  by 
lightning  strikes  only  to  be  replaced  by  cheatgrass.   The 
cheatgrass  stands  would  have  a  continual  or  persistent  fire 
problem,  and  consequently  soil  stability  problems  (wind  blow).   The 
remnant  plateau  areas  should,  therefore,  be  seeded  to  a  less 
volatile,  non-native  grass  species.   Such  seedings  may  appear 
unnatural. 

The  plateau  would  not  add  to  the  quality  of  ecosystem 
representation  in  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation  System 
(NWPS).   The  plateau  of  the  WSA  contains  plant  communities 
representative  of  both  the  Sagebrush  Steppe  and  Salt  Desert  Shrub 
ecosystems.   Both  ecosystems  are  represented  in  the  NWPS.   The 
WSA's  Salt  Desert  Shrub  communities  are  in  poor  ecological 
condition  with  no  improvement  in  condition  anticipated.   This 
ecosystem  has  been  irretrievably  altered.   The  ecological  condition 
of  the  WSA's  Sagebrush  Steppe  communities  ranges  from  poor  to 
good.   This  ecosystem  is  present  on  the  similar,  relatively  flat 
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plateau  landforms  of  eleven  other  WSAs  already  recommended  suitable 
for  wilderness  designation  in  southwest  Idaho  (Owyhee  Canyonlands 
and  Jacks  Creek  Wilderness  Study  Reports).   The  ecosystem 
representation  of  these  WSAs  is  of  equal  or  greater  quality  than 
that  of  the  Bruneau  River-Sheep  Creek  WSA. 

The  plateau  of  the  WSA  would  not  add  significantly  to 
preserving  opportunities  for  solitude  and  primitive  recreation  in 
close  proximity  to  Boise,  Idaho.   The  plateau  areas  of  WSAs  already 
recommended  for  wilderness  designation  in  southwest  Idaho  have 
desert  type  opportunities  of  equal  or  greater  quality.   Likewise, 
these  other  WSAs  already  add  sufficiently  to  the  geographical 
distribution  of  desert  type  wilderness  areas  in  the  northern 
Intermountain  Basin. 

B.   Jarbidge  River  WSA: 

Suitable  Portion:  The  13,481  acres  of  canyons  are  being  recommended  as 
suitable  for  wilderness  designation  to  ensure  the  long-term 
protection  of  cultural,  scenic  and  primitive  recreation  values 
judged  to  be  of  national  significance.   Like  those  of  the  Bruneau 
River-Sheep  Creek  WSA,  primitive  recreational  experiences  can  be 
enjoyed  in  secluded  canyons  possessing  a  high  degree  of  naturalness 
and  solitude.   Physical  features  of  these  canyons  (particularly  the 
presence  of  abundant  rhyolite  pinnacle  formations  and  juniper,  and 
the  rivers'  sustained  challenging  Whitewater)  are  uniquely 
different  than  those  of  canyons  in  other  southwest  Idaho  desert 
wilderness  proposals  (Owyhee  Canyonlands  and  Jacks  Creek  Wilderness 
Study  Reports). 

The  Bruneau /Jarbidge  River  System  is  one  of  the  premier 
non-permit  Whitewater  rivers  in  the  United  States.   Difficult 
access  and  lack  of  notoriety  have  kept  use  levels  low  without  the 
use  of  visitor  restrictions  and  controls.   There  are  few  rivers  of 
this  caliber  in  the  U.S.,  providing  sustained  Class  II  and  III 
rapids  amidst  spectacular  scenery  and  where  Whitewater  use  is  not 
rigidly  regulated  and  limited  through  the  issuance  of  mandatory 
permits.   The  Bruneau/Jarbidge  River  System  provides  a  unique 
opportunity  to  participate  in  outstanding  wilderness  Whitewater 
adventures  without  the  regulatory  restraints  and  advanced  planning 
that  are  required  on  comparable  rivers  with  mandatory  permits. 

The  canyons  of  the  Jarbidge  River,  Bruneau  River  and  West  Fork 
Bruneau  River  within  the  WSA  have  been  recommended  for  wild  river 
designation  under  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  of  1968.   The 
wilderness  designation  would  compliment  the  wild  river  designation. 
The  BLM's  wilderness  recommendation  carries  with  it  a  specific 
management  objective  of  retaining  the  free  flowing  condition  of  the 
Bruneau  and  Jarbidge  Rivers.   A  prohibition  against  dam 
construction  is  mandated  by  wild  river  designation.   The  wilderness 
designation,  however,  would  protect  a  larger  acreage  of  canyon. 
The  wilderness  area  would  include  some  tributary  canyons  not 
identified  by  the  wild  river  proposal. 
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The  canyon  wilderness  designation  would  cause  no  significant 
adverse  impacts  to  other  resource  uses.   The  mining  of  jasper  along 
the  northern  fringe  of  the  canyon  would  be  subject  to  any  valid 
existing  rights  existing  prior  to  wilderness  designation.   Although 
no  dam  proposals  currently  exist  and  no  future  needs  for  dams  have 
been  identified,  the  failure  to  designate  the  canyonlands  as 
wilderness  or  wild  rivers  could  eventually  result  in  the  loss  of 
their  unique  resource  values  to  dam/reservoir  development. 

Nonsuitable  Portion:   The  61,637  acres  of  plateau  are  being  recommended 
as  nonsuitable  for  wilderness  designation  to  allow  the  continuation 
of  other  multiple  uses  including  semi-primitive  motorized 
recreation  and  livestock  grazing.   The  plateau  is  judged  to  be  more 
valuable  for  optimizing  these  resource  uses  (subject  to  bighorn 
sheep  constraints)  than  for  wilderness  designation. 

The  plateau  is  geographically  isolated  from  the  canyons  of  the 
WSA.   Portions  of  the  plateau  are  not  manageable  in  the  long  term 
to  protect  wilderness  values  because  of  access  problems  and  the 
continued  use  of  existing  resources.   The  southeast  plateau  of  the 
WSA  consists  of  a  narrow  body  of  land  (9,040  acres)  lying  between 
the  WSA's  boundary  road  and  the  rimrock  of  the  Jarbidge  River 
Canyon.   This  plateau  area  does  not  have  wilderness  values  of 
sufficient  quality  to  warrant  the  management  attention  that  may  be 
necessary  to  preserve  its  wilderness  values.  Management  problems 
would  primarily  come  from  vehicle  trespass  of  several  ways  leading 
to  the  edge  of  the  canyon  and  from  ORV  use  in  association  with 
these  ways,  as  well  as  the  WSA  boundary  road  which  closely 
parallels  the  rimrock  for  as  much  as  15  miles.   The  boundary  road 
is  frequently  traveled  by  sightseers  and  hunters  who  originate 
their  daily  travels  from  the  nearby  Murphy  Hot  Springs  Resort  area 
along  the  East  Fork  Jarbidge  River. 

The  plateau  would  not  add  to  the  quality  of  ecosystem 
representation  in  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation  System 
(NWPS).   The  plateau  of  the  WSA  contains  plant  communities 
representative  of  the  Sagebrush  Steppe  ecosystem.   The  Sagebrush 
Steppe  ecosystem  is  present  on  the  similar,  relatively  flat  plateau 
landforms  of  eleven  other  WSAs  already  recommended  suitable  for 
wilderness  designation  in  southwest  Idaho  (Owyhee  Canyonlands  and 
Jacks  Creek  Wilderness  Study  Reports).   The  ecosystem 
representation  of  these  WSAs  is  of  equal  or  greater  quality  than 
that  of  the  Jarbidge  River  WSA. 

The  plateau  of  the  WSA  would  not  add  significantly  to 
preserving  opportunities  for  solitude  and  primitive  recreation  in 
close  proximity  to  Boise,  Idaho.   The  plateau  areas  of  WSAs  already 
recommended  for  wilderness  designation  in  southwest  Idaho  have 
desert  type  opportunities  of  equal  or  greater  quality.   Likewise, 
these  WSAs  already  add  sufficiently  to  the  geographical 
distribution  of  desert  type  wilderness  areas  in  the  northern 
Intermountain  Basin. 
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C.   King  Hill  WSA: 

The  entire  WSA  is  being  recommended  as  nonsuitable  for  wilderness 
designation  to  allow  the  continuation  of  other  multiple  uses  including 
semi-primitive  motorized  recreation  (including  snowmobile  use)  and 
livestock  grazing.   The  WSA  is  judged  to  be  more  valuable  for  optimizing 
these  resource  uses  than  for  wilderness  designation.   Nondesignation  of 
the  WSA  is  not  expected  to  result  in  a  significant  loss  of  existing 
wilderness  characteristics  over  much  of  the  WSA. 

The  northern  neck  of  the  WSA  (2,160  acres)  is  not  considered 
manageable  in  the  long  term  to  protect  wilderness  characteristics 
because  of  its  narrow  land  configuration.   It  lies  between  a  well 
traveled  road  and  private  property  and  consists  of  a  steep  hillside 
which  looks  down  upon  the  WSA  boundary  road.   It  is  not  possible  to 
manage  for  solitude  and  primitive  recreation  opportunities  in  the  area. 
Along  the  northern  boundary  are  80  acres  of  WSA  lands  surrounded  on 
three  sides  by  private  property.   There  is  also  a  finger  of  WSA  land 
(680  acres)  along  the  northeast  boundary  surrounded  by  private 
property.   These  two  fingers  of  land  do  not  possess  sufficient 
wilderness  values  to  warrant  the  attention  that  may  be  necessary  to 
protect  their  wilderness  characteristics. 

The  plateau  would  not  add  to  the  quality  of  ecosystem 
representation  in  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation  System  (NWPS). 
The  WSA  possesses  mountainous  type  terrain  which  is  completely 
dissimilar  to  the  relatively  flat  plateau /sheer-walled  canyon  landforms 
of  other  WSAs  recommended  for  wilderness  in  southwest  Idaho  (Owyhee 
Canyonlands  and  Jacks  Creek  Wilderness  Study  Reports).   However,  its 
physical  aspect  (vegetation/landform)  is  currently  represented  in  the 
NWPS  by  four  wilderness  areas  (as  of  March  15,  1985),  including  the 
Jarbidge  Wilderness  Area  in  northern  Nevada. 

The  WSA  would  not  add  significantly  to  preserving  opportunities  for 
solitude  and  primitive  recreation  in  close  proximity  to  Boise,  Idaho. 
The  Jarbidge  Wilderness  Area  and  other  WSAs  already  recommended  for 
wilderness  designation  in  southwest  Idaho  have  desert  and  semi-desert 
type  opportunities  of  equal  or  greater  quality.   Likewise,  the  Jarbidge 
Wilderness  Area  and  WSAs  already  add  sufficiently  to  the  geographical 
distribution  of  desert /semi-desert  type  wilderness  areas  in  the  northern 
Intermountain  Basin. 
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APPENDIX  K 
LAND  DISPOSAL  CRITERIA 


GENERAL 

1.  Processing  of  exchanges  is  contingent  upon  receiving  the  requested 
funding  in  the  benefitting  activity  (wildlife,  recreation,  range,  etc.). 

2.  Exchanges  will  not  be  considered  where  crucial  wildlife  habitat  would  be 
disposed  of  unless  better  crucial  wildlife  habitat  is  to  be  received.. 

3.  Exchanges  will  not  be  considered  that  would  isolate  any  public  lands. 

4.  Exchanges  will  not  be  considered  that  would  dispose  of  significant 
cultural,  paleontologic  or  recreation  resources. 

5.  Exchanges  will  be  considered  only  if  they  maintain  the  natural  function 
of  the  floodplain. 

The  following  general  and  MUA  specific  criteria  were  used  to  determine 
where  the  BLM  would  consider  disposal  of  public  lands. 

SPECIFIC  EXCHANGE  CRITERIA 

Multiple  Use  Area  #1 

1.   Exchanges  will  only  be  considered  in  this  area  if  they  will  benefit 

future  management  of  the  area  for  recreation  and /or  wildlife  and  are  not 
inconsistent  with  plans  to  exchange  the  public  lands  to  the  Forest 
Service. 

Multiple  Use  Area  #2 

1.  Exchanges  will  be  considered  that  will  enhance  wildlife  values. 

2.  Exchanges  will  not  be  considered  that  would  conflict  with  the  King  Hill 
Wilderness  Study  Area. 

3.  Exchanges  will  not  be  considered  that  will  conflict  with  valid  mining 
activities. 

4.  Acquisitions  through  exchange  will  be  considered  on  private  or  state 
inholdings  if  the  King  Hill  WSA  is  classified  as  wilderness. 

Multiple  Use  Area  #4 

1.   Exchanges  will  be  considered  in  this  area  only  if  they  will  benefit 
future  management  of  the  area  for  wildlife,  fisheries,  paleontologic, 
and  riparian  values. 
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Multiple  Use  Area  #5 

1.   Exchanges  will  be  considered  if: 

a.  Habitat  within  the  Birds  of  Prey  Natural  Area  is  improved. 

b.  Acreage  of  crucial  nesting  area  is  increased. 

c.  Acreage  of  essential  habitat  is  increased. 

d.  Lands  with  significant  paleontologic  values  can  be  gained. 
Multiple  Use  Area  #7 

1.  Exchanges  that  would  involve  disposal  of  any  portion  of  the  wild  horse 
herd  area  will  not  be  considered. 

2.  Exchanges  will  not  be  considered  that  would  dispose  of  any  Sikes  Act 
designated  wildlife  tracts  or  known  long-billed  curlew  habitat. 

Multiple  Use  Area  #8 

1.   Exchanges  will  only  be  considered  if  they  will  benefit  the  Hagerman 
Fossil  Beds  protection  program. 

Multiple  Use  Area  #9 

1.   Exchanges  will  not  be  considered  in  this  multiple  use  area  unless  they 
benefit  the  management  of  paleontologic  resources. 

Multiple  Use  Area  #10 

1.   Exchanges  will  be  considered  if  they  benefit  wilderness,  wild  and  scenic 
river  and  SRMA  designation. 

Multiple  Use  Area  #14 

1.  Exchanges  will  be  considered  only  if  they  will  benefit  the  management  of 
this  area  for  the  Salmon  Falls  Creek  Outstanding  Natural  Area. 

2.  Exchanges  will  not  be  considered  which  dispose  of  potential  bighorn 
sheep  habitat. 

Multiple  Use  Area  #15 

1.   Exchanges  will  be  weighed  against  enhancing  the  Jarbidge  Forks  Special 
Recreation  Management  Area  and  wildlife  values. 

Multiple  Use  Area  #16 

1.   Exchanges  will  be  weighed  against  enhancing  the  Jarbidge  Forks  Special 
Recreation  Management  Area  and  wildlife  values. 
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APPENDIX  L 
RECREATION  OPPORTUNITY  SPECTRUM 


Recreation  Opportunity  Spectrum  (or  ROS)  is  a  conceptual  framework 
designed  for  inventory,  planning  and  management  of  public  lands  from  a 
recreation  perspective.   Six  ROS  classes  describe  settings  for  recreation 
from  the  very  developed,  urban  setting  at  one  end  of  the  spectrum  to  the 
undeveloped,  natural  setting  of  a  wilderness  at  the  other. 

ROS  classifications  are  determined  on  the  basis  of  physical,  social  and 
managerial  setting  criteria.   Physical  setting  criteria  include  remoteness, 
size  of  area  and  evidence  of  human  use.   Social  setting  criteria  reflect  the 
level  and  types  of  contacts  between  individuals  or  groups  which  can  be 
expected  in  an  area.   Managerial  setting  criteria  reflect  the  kind  and 
extent  of  management  services  and  facilities  provided  to  support  recreation 
use,  and  the  restrictions  placed  on  people's  actions  by  the  administering 
agency. 

ROS  can  be  used  to  describe  the  existing  situation  or  a  situation  to 
develop  for  the  future.   It  recognizes  the  diversity  of  needs  and  desired 
experiences  of  recreationists  as  a  whole.   (Please  see  Bureau  Manual  8320, 
titled  Planning  for  Recreation  Resources,  for  a  detailed  description  of  ROS), 
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APPENDIX  M 
VISUAL  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT 


Visual  Resource  Management  (or  VRM)  system  provides  Bureau  managers  with 
a  means  for  determining  visual  resource  values  so  that  visual  resources  can 
be  considered  in  the  planning  and  design  of  management  activities.   The 
inventory  consists  of  a  scenic  quality  evaluation,  sensitivity  level 
analysis,  and  a  determination  of  distance  zones.   Based  upon  these  three 
factors,  each  area  of  land  is  then  classified  into  one  of  four  visual 
resource  classes.   Each  class  has  an  objective  for  maintaining  visual 
resources,  with  allowances  for  visual  change  in  the  existing  landscape.   The 
various  classes  are  then  submitted,  as  inventoried,  for  consideration  in 
developing  Resource  Management  Plans  (RMP).   Following  management  review, 
adjustments  to  the  visual  classes  are  made  if  necessary  and  the  approved 
class  objectives  become  part  of  the  Resource  Management  Plan. 

The  objective  of  Class  I  is  to  preserve  the  existing  character  of  the 
landscape.   Only  congressionally  authorized  wilderness  areas,  wild  rivers, 
and  designated  natural  areas  will  be  recommended  for  Class  I.   The  level  of 
change  to  existing  visual  resources  conditions  will  probably  be  extremely 
low  because  only  very  limited  development  (e.g.,  hiking  trails)  will  occur 
in  these  areas.   This  class  is  primarily  intended  to  accommodate  the  needs 
of  programs  such  as  wilderness  management  and  botanical  or  scientific 
studies. 

The  objective  of  Class  II  is  to  retain  the  existing  character  of  the 
landscape.   The  change  to  existing  visual  resource  conditions  can  be  low. 
Management  activities  can  be  seen  but  should  not  be  noticeable  to  the  casual 
observer.   Changes  must  repeat  the  basic  elements  of  form,  line,  color  and 
texture  found  in  the  predominant  features  of  the  characteristics  landscape. 

The  objective  of  Class  III  is  to  partially  retain  the  existing  character 
of  the  landscape.   The  change  to  existing  visual  resource  conditions  can  be 
moderate.   Management  activities  can  attract  attention  but  should  not 
dominate  the  view  of  the  casual  observer.   Changes  should  repeat  the  basic 
elements  found  in  the  predominant  features  of  the  characteristic  landscape. 

The  objective  of  Class  IV  is  to  plan  for  major  modification  of  the 
existing  character  of  the  landscape.   The  change  to  existing  visual  resource 
conditions  can  be  high.   Management  activities  can  dominate  the  view  and  be 
the  major  focus  of  viewer  attention.   Repetition  of  the  basic  elements  is 
not  necessary,  but  should  be  done  if  feasible.   (See  Bureau  Manuals  8400, 
8410,  8431  for  more  detail  on  the  VRM  system.) 
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